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H E Dr. intimates, that his 

Anſwerer, who writes with 

great triumph and aſſu- 

rance thinks it unpardone- 
ble in him, who hath been /o weak 
(by a figure 1 ſuppoſe) as to confeſs he 
15 n0t #1f allible, ever to believe hu own 
ſenſes again. Now if the Dr. thinks 1t 
decent to recant in ruffling language, 
and to propoſe his new opinions in fuch 
a {trein of confidence and defiance ; he 
may enjoy his own humour for me, I 
have once told him my mind about 1t, 
and ſhall give him no farther trouble 
on that account. And, if he likes it, 
be may po on and repreſent ſome of 
thoſe men; who not long fince ftoud 
upon the ſame bottom with him, and 
own'd the fame Principles, only with 
leſs heat and 7iolence, by all the (pight- 
ful characters and infinuations he can 
and at the ſame time tell the world he 
is not a»gry, and complain of rage and 
venom, changing and confining friend- 
ſhips to a Party. But methinks he 
might have ſpared the Antwerer for 
writing with erzumph and aſſurance, 
it he had done fo ; except the Dr. can 
ſhew his Patent, that no body may 


, write ſo but himſelf: And I will for- 


give him, if he can find any thing in 
my An/wer or Poſtſcript, comparable 
to that Triumphant concluton of his 
Vindication; If he ( lis Anſwerer) 
will promiſe to examine them (Is ate 
guments ) well before be anſwers, I 


In like manner he might have ſparcd 
the reflexion that tollvws, he tel s me, 
he ſhall beg leave to follow hu own 
method, and juſtifie what he bathy ſaid 
in the ſame order he hath aid at an; 
And then adds, hx (his Anſwerers) a!- 
tering of which, has mare of art than 
honeſty in it. Now if I had miſrepre- 
ſente.{ his Arguments, cr perverted the 
ſenſe of them, or drawn from them 
any odious or uncharitable interences, 


and with great honeſt; iniinuated that Vindic. 
he did not believe a Providence or had P. 48. 59. 


mnclinations to Rome, there might have 
been fome colour for this reflexion. 
But if he hath notoriouſly done all 
theſe himſelf, as will planly appear 
in the following diſcourſe, then his own 
retlexton faitens upon him, and he had 
better have let it alone, for his own 
ſake at leaſt, tho it had been civil e- 
nough for his Anſwerer. But ſome 
men are very free of their cha/lenges: 
But when they are anſwer'd, they are 
up in the boughs, and out of all 
bounds; the Drs. Hypothetis was am- 
{wer'd, and there is the plain Ds/boneſty 
of the hulineſs. 

But as for his Method and Order, 
"ts all one to me, he may tike which 
he likes belt to jſt:fie his Dotrines 
and Argum. nts, provide he will but 
juſtifie them, but that he will not do, 
and as yet he hath nut done ; as will 
appear upon examining what he ofters 
in his vindication. 


The Dr. begins wi h a Proof from p, , 
the Obſervator, an admirable Hiltortzn : 
fo fetch an initance frum, 1t he pleale T' tle of 
in his next he may quote Mercirzus an ur 
Politacus or the Lonaon Driurnat, but per Pre- 
this Pee Letter of King 7ames face. 
hath 


ſhall expet# to hear no more of hum. 
Now it is alitt'e of the thickelt for a 
man to boalt at this rate, and :t the 
ſame time to charge his Anſwerer with 
writing with Traumph and Aſſu= 
rance, 
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hath already b?en fo well examin'd by 
a learned Author, that I have no occa 

ſion to concern my felf * any further 
Witi) it. But it it were admit:ed to 
be true, and not !ſuppoſititions : There 
is a preat del of dittcrence betwee:1 the 
judgment of King fames, as it is ex- 
pretſed in that Letter, and the Doctors ; 
King Fames exprefſeth it with words 
of abatemer+ and caution, you bave 
ſtumbled __ the threſhold of ' that 
opinton, which makes God the Author 
of ſin, in {aying upon the matter, that 
"even Tyranny i Gods Authority; and 
again you ſay upon the matter. But the 
Doctor ſays it is as fure as c:n be, and 
hopes he may be allow*d to belzeve hr 
own ſenſes. Asif King James might 
not have eyes and ſenſes as well as th 

Doctor : But what King James could 
not, did not charge directly upon the 
Convocation,the Doctor plainly declares 
to be the ſenſe of it, and hath made it 
the foundation, both of his freedom of 
thinking, and of writing a Book. 
Now ſuppoſe King Fames did conceive 
the exprefſions of the Convocation had 
ſuch a tendency, and that upon the 
matter they might mean fo, (which 1s 
the utmoſt can be collected trom the 
words of the Obſervators Letter) is it 
impoſſible, he ſhould afterwards be 0- 
therwiſe informed 2 And if not, I won- 
der how the Convocation went on, 
and proceeded to paſs the Book in the 
upper houſe of Convocation, and paſs 
the other Books in the lower houſe. 
And likewiſe afterwards to paſs the 
Province of Tork. This could never 
have been done, except King Fames 
had bzen fatisftied, that the words of 
the Convocation had no ſuch tendency 
as he ſcem'd to apprehend. For the 
Letter contains a direct prohibition to 
proceed, 7 /ha!l give you orders about 
3* by Mr. Sollicator, and until then 
inedale no more in it, But of this e- 
novg#1 and too mach, except we had 


ſome better account of the Authority 
of 1t. 

Aid therefore let rs come (:s the Dr. 
lays) to try the ſenſe of the Corvoca=® 
tion, from the Convocation it elf. 

The placeis this ch. 28. p12. 57, The 
Conv. having given account of the vari- 
ous revolution of Governments brought 
about by the Providence of God, who 
tor the tins of a Natio1 or Country al- 
tereth their Governments and Gover= 
nours, transferreth, fetteth up and be- 
itoweth Kingdoms, as feemeth belt to 
his heavenly Wiſdom. Add theſe words, 

* and when having attained their un- 
* godly detires'whether ambitious Kings 
* by bringing any Country into their 
* ſubjection, or difloyal Subjects by 
© their rebellious Riting againſt their na- 
* tural Sovereigns) they have eſtabliſi'd 
* any of the faid degenerate forms of 
* Government amonglt their People, tae 
* Authority either ſo unjuſtly gotte:z or 
* wrung by force, from the true and 
* lawtul Poſſefſor, being always God's 
* Authority (and thereiore receiving no 
© impeachment by the wickedneſs of 
* thoſe that have 1t) 15 ever (when any 

*{uch alterations are throughly ſetled) 

*to be reverenc'd and obey'd, and the 

* People of all ſorts (as well of the 
* Clergy, as of the Laity) are to be 

* ſubject unto it, not only for wrath 

© but allo tor Conſcience lake. 

He tells us, he obſerved in the firſt 6,fs of 

place from the words of the Convoca- Allep.y.s, 
tron, That thoſe Princes who have no 
legal right to their Thrones, may yet 
have God's Authority, which (lays he) 
I proved, becauſe the Convocation 
ſpeaks of illegal and uſurped Powers, 
aizd yet affirms, that the Authority 
exerciled oy them 1s Gods Authority. 

To this \ (aith the DoCtor) the Ate pyſtſcrirt 
thor anſwers, The Dottor will not, but y, 2, © 
the Convocation diſtinguiſhes between 
the means of acquiring the power, and 
the power xt cif, the means of acqui- 

ring 


( 


ring power, may be very unjuſt and il- 
legal, and yet the power afterwards 
may be very legal. But the Door 
reſolves they muſt be all one, and be- 
cauſe the Convocation ſpeaks of the 
ambition of encroaching Kings, and 
the Rebellion of Subjetts, as a means 
trherebyGovernments have been alter'd, 
therefore by a Government being 
throughly ſetled they miſt mean uſurj« 
ea powers, as if ut were imp3ſ/\ble for 
ſuch beginnings afterwards to acquire 
a Right, pay terminate 1 a legal 
Title; and till that is, the Gov2rnment 
3s as unjuſt as the Rebellion and en- 
croachment. Theſe I own to be my 
words, and further that the Doctor 
concludes rightly from them, when he 
lays, that according to ths Author, a 
Government which nu illegally and 
waicked'y begun, when it 1 legally ſet- 
led has God's Authority, and ths ts all 
that the Convocation meant by it. 

To this the Doctor replyes, As for 
what he ſays, that I will not diſtin- 
guſh between the means of acquiring 
Power, and the Power it ſeif; I do 
not indeed diſtinguiſh as he does, but 
T diſtinguiſh as the Convocation does, 
that the means are wicked, but the 
Power and Authority is Gods, which 
# all the diſtinftion the Convocation 
makes. Very well, and which I pray 
are theſe mean: that are wicked that the 
Convocation ſpeaks of > I know of 
none but the wicked means of acqui- 
ring the power, as by Rebellion, and 
ambitious encroachments ; and what 
is the Power and Authority that » 
God's > The Convocation mentions no 
other , but a Government through!y 
fetled, and 1t the Convocation diltin- 
guiſhes between theſe ( as it plainly 
does) then the Convocation dittinguiſhes 
as I do, whatever the Doctor dittin- 
puiſhes ; and by reaſon of that diſtin- 
Ction, it cannot be concluded from 
the Convocation,that becanſe they [peak 


) 


of the Ambition of encroaching King? 
and the Rebellion f Snubiects, as 4 
means wher ebyGovernmemts nave 600m 
alter'd; therefore by a Government 
being throughly ſetled, they inuft needs 
mean uſurped Powers. And this I taxe 
to be the ground of the Do. tors affer- 
tion, and he hath not yet contradicted 
it. He tells us /as above} that he ob- 
ſerv'd trom the words of the Corvoca- 
tion : That thoſe Princes, who have 
no legal right to their Thrones, may 
yet have God's Authority: Which 
faith he) I proved, becauſe the Cone 
vocation ſpeaks of illegal, and uſurped 
Powers. But that is the Queſtion, 
which he begs and takes for granted, 
which yet is the main thing to be prov- 
ed, and hedid not before, nor hath yet 
oftered to prove it. The Convocation 
ſpeaks indeed of, and condemns the 
wicked means of acquiring Power ; and 
the Doctor ſeems trom thence to con- 
clude, thit by a Government through- 
ly ſetled, they mean uſurped Powers. 
He ſays here, when the Convocation 
ſpeaks of the ſettlement of illegal 
Powers, which began by Ambition and 
Rebellion ; wizere he maniteſtly con- 
founds what the Convocation diſtin- 
ouiſhes, and becauſe they ſay they begar 
by Ambition and Rebellion, therefore 
the ſettlement they ſpeak of muſt needs 
be the ſettlement of illegal Powers ; 
whereas the Convocation ſpeaks not on? 
word of the ſettlement of illegal Powers; 
they ſpeak indeed of the ſettlement of 
Powers which began by wicked means: 
Put theſe are two different things, and 
the Convocation plainly dittinguiſhes 
them. And ſuch beginnings may af= 
terwaras acquire a Rizht, and termi» 
rate in a Legal Title ; and that I 
think 1s plainly the meaning of the Con- 
vocation, and that from this diſtinction, 
for they expreſly tell us, in this Chap- 
ter, that cher attempts (to acquire 
{uch Governments) of all ſorts cre 

B 2 wicked 


Vindic. 
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wicked and deteNable in the ſirhe of 
God; ard if the Government after ic 
Is acqu.r'd. be 2s uju't as the means 
then 'ots lizewi'e as ws hd and dete/ta- 
ble iu the fariat of God ; a:id then .1t 
follows, that we can no more b-come 
party's to the Government, than to the 
Rebellion and encroichment! ; for to lay 
that a man may, (and much more 1s 
bound to ) ſupport, maintain, ard a- 
b-tt wicked:neis. 1s fuch a Poſition 1n 
Divinity, that I never betore met with. 
I know the Doctor hath a fine notion, 
and talks of God's Authority ; but that 
God's Authority was ever actually join'd 
with a thioz, the very being of which is 
wicked and deteſt able im bu ſ1ht, is a 
notion that aman may ſafely conclude 
never entred into the heads of the Con- 
VOCation. 
This is the reaſon for which I men- 
tioned the dittinction, and I thought I 
had expreſſed it plataly enough, but 
the Doctor is only pleaſed to repeat and 
takeno furth-r notice of it ; but 11ſtead 
of that, deſires me to ſhew him, where 
the Convication [ays, tnat a Govern- 
ment which 1s i//egaily acquir'd cannot 
be through.y ſetled, till it becomes le- 
gal. , But what need is there tor tht? 
It is not thecuſtom of all Perfons 'how- 
ſoever learned} to expreſs themſelves in 
ſuch a peremptory manner as the Dr. 
does, he teils us indeed, that G<d can- 
not make a King, except he oblige the 
People to obey him ; but that 1s not al- 
ways the manner of the learned, who 
are contented with afirmative expretli- 
ons as more modelt. But faith the Dr. 
af thi bad been thetr meaning it had 
been eaſily ſaid, and had prevented ail 
miſtakes about :t) which their words 
without this limitation, are apt to be- 
tray men into, fay you fo, then I doubt 
a thorou2h ſettlement is not lo plain a 
matter as every bc dy can lee, and the 
Doctor's believing his own len'es is but 
4 banter : But however they might have 


ealily faid it ; and if the DoFor's fenfe 
hid bren their meaning, might tliey not 
as & fily have ſaid that 2 and | wonder 
W!11C'3 1$ E4:;er laid, A Government 
winch & 1 1/e 'a ly a qui *d Cans, 0: be 
through y ſetied, tr 1 ut becomes lonal, 
or a Goverment through y ſetied by 
the Ct nſent of the Pen ol, without or 
againſt the conſent and attual cloim of 
the Right Hoir, Tits is as ealie laid, 
and all the words befid:s in the Convo- 
Cation 1::tire, whereas the words the Dr. 
thinks they might have ſaid cannot be 
pu! 1n, without putting out a great ma- 
ny other, and making an alteration of 
the whole ſentence ; ſo that if the eaji- 
neſs of ſaying was any reaſon, it is a- 
gainſt him, and they did not mean his 
lenfe, becauſe they might have lo eafily 
[aid it, and have prevented all mittakes, 
but the truth 1s, this fignities nothing e1- 
ther way, and all it proves is the want 
of better arguments: The Queſtion is 
not what they might, but what they 
have far}, and it they have expreſſed 
them(elves in words unporting it, then 
they have ſaid it, and that they havs 
done fo I think I have prov'd ſufficient- 
ly. The Dr. does not think fo, and 
therefore adds. 


I believe ail unbioſs'd men, who are Vindic 


not prepoſſeſs'd with other notions,and 
concern'd that the Convocation ſhould 
be on their ſide would never dream of 
eur Authors ſenſe of the Convocation ; 
well Icannot tell what men may dream, 
but I think except they do dream, they 
cannot agree to the Do<Ctor's ſenſe, for 
a throuzh ſettlement, contrary to a 
legal viſiv'e Title actually conteſted is 
a thing only in imagination, and never 
had any real being. 

As for what he ſays ot being cencern'd 
that the Convocation ſhould be on their 
/ide, I wonder who 18 molt concern'd 
tor that; theſe who do not urge it, nor 
act upon the Authority of it, although 
they believe it plainly and evidently 

juitites, 
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juſtifies, an1 (ſpeaks for them; or he 
who grounds h's liberty and freedom of 
thinking (mn thele marecrs | upon Ir, 
who produces it ro reſcue him from 
the appear ance of Sirguiarity, and main- 
terance of Prratoxes, which otherwiſe 
the Dottrines 1n h's Bok are nor 11- 
ouſly lable 'o, and who neither hath 
nor pretends to have any ocher Au- 
thoriry of the Church of England ve- 
fides. And it 1s plna the ftrengrh 
of his Cauſe depenas upon 1t;, (o that 
it the heing concern'd that the Convacas 
tion ſhnuld be on their file, may be apr 
ro byaſs men jn their inrerprecation 
of the ſenſe of It, the Doctor 1f he 
pleaſe may conſider jr, for ir aff:&s 
no body ſo much as himſelf. Bur ler 
us hear his Keaſons. 

For, faith he, If the Convoe. meant 
no move thin ow Author ſays that a Go- 
Trernment Mitgally brgun, when it is e24.s 
ly fatled has G's Authority, what 4 
wondivſul di ſrovery s ts, that leet 
Princes bave Gods Authority, for who 
doubts of this ? what ted wy thive to 
Introduce this with ſuch a long pompores 
Pref ice of the changes of Government by 
the Ambition of Princes and the Reb: Vion 
of Sabjefls ? for let Gorernments begin 
bow th:y will, when they are once legally 
ſetled, no man, that ! b111Þ of, who own 
the Authority of any Grvernment to be 
from Gd, diſputes thtirs. 

* This I'think I am to thank the Dr. 
for ; for though he brings ic as an Ob- 
jeRion agiinſt the Interpreration [ 
have made of th: ſenſe of rhe Convo- 
cation, I take It to he a confiderable 
Confirmation of it. | For though T do 
not b<lieve that no body diſputcs this 
nor thar cthe-Convocation rnoug'it fo 
(as we thall fee preſently) yer if jr 
were (9 jt makes nothing againſt my 
Interpretation, but for ir. For where 
is the harm cf interpreting the mean- 
ing of the Convocation according to 
rhe general ſenſe of mankind 2. And 
' if no man who owns the Authority of 
any Government to be from God, di- 


ſputes that Governments ler them Hhe- 
gin how chey will, when ehey a-- once 
legally ſetled, h-vs Goa's &urnority 3 
why does not the Convocsiian mean 
ſo too, if their words will year It, 


which the Dr. owns; and | wonder Vindic, 
which is moſt litely ro be their ſenſe, p. 5 . 


thar which no body diſpuces, or that 
which every body diſpures, for I h-pe 
we may think, without any Refl: #108 
up2a them, that a wiſe and grue Cone 
vocation were not as ready to main- 
tain Para/oxes as the Dofor 1s, And 
what an admirable Obyj tion is this ? 
What wonderful Diſcovery is this ? who 
doubrs of this ? As if a Convocation far 
fr nothing elſe but ro make wonder» 


+! diſcoveries; and if this fignite-d any 


thing it is an Argument againſt halt che 
Book : And all the plain.and undoubr. 
ed Truths they deliver, we mutt nor 
beli:ve to be rheir ſenſe, and for this 
weighty reaſon, becauſe no body 4 (pytes 
then, 


| Bur then che Dr. won !ers at my reaſon, o, G. 
viz, * Leſt ic ſhould be thought the Anſve. | 


* wicked ways of attaining this Right 
* was a prejudice to the Right It ſelf, 
* and people (hou'd from thence rake 
* occaſion ro rebell, and difturb all 
* the Governments in the world, bes» 
* cauſe they could not ſhew an expreſz 
* order from God, or derive the pe- 
* digree of their Governmenrs from 
* Agam or Nach, to prevent the teret- 
* ble conf.fjion thar ſuch a Norion 
* would make in che world, they fay 
* chat the witked ways of attainin : 1r, 
or the wickedneſs of the perſons 
© chat have 1:7, 1s no impeachment ta 
© the Right ir (elf, bur when tr 1s at» 
© rain'd 1t 14 God's Aurhoriez and cught 
© ro be obei'd, — V.ry well, theſe 
I wa to be ty words, and where !s 
the cco441on to wonder at them? 
That is to ſiy (he ſays) a wiſe ard 
grave Conuocatiin write a whole Chapter 
to rorf te 4 N,tton without naming Ut, or 
givits any birt at it, which if ever it 
entred into any mad mans beads yit nevcy 
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aid, nrorwr can difturb any Government, 
till a Nation is fitter for Bedlam than to 
be direftedl by a Convocation. This is a 
terrible Obje&ion, for I hope a grave 
and wiſe Convocation did not fit to 
make dire&ions for Bedlam. Burt what 
now if by all this Rant about Bedlam 
and Madneſs the Dr. means only moral 
madneſs (a new fort of Madneſs to a- 
gree with a moral Incapatity ) which 
confilts in vitious, abſurd, and unrea- 
fonable Opinions, And then I hope 
ir may not be fo utterly impoſſible bur 
a wiſe and grave Convocation may take 
them into conſiderztion. I confeſs 1 
then did nor, nor yet do think them 
otherwiſe than very foul and unrea'o- 
nable Opinions ; bur for all char, I do 
not think bur that Governments may, 
and acually have been diſturb'd by 
them, let the Dr. wonder as much as 
he pleaſe. For there are no Opinions 
fo wild, eſpecially in matters of Go- 
vernment, but what have always had 
too many Followers, Bur to let that 
matter alone, ler us Inquire into the 
Opinion, whether there were not then 
or fince ſuch Opinions in the world, 
that plainly centred in this, That Go- 
verncurs were refiſtable, becauſe they 
could not derive their Government 
from A4am or Noah, or by Gods ex- 
preſs nomination ; and I ſhall leave 
Ir with him, whether ſuch a Notion 
did or can diſturb any Government. 
What does he think of the Original 
Power of the People and Government 
being nothing elſe bur compatt, This 
is always finally reſolved into this; 
for when the Advocates of that Opi- 
'nion arc utg'd with the patriarchal 
Authorizy, with the Authority of Noab, 
and which was deriv'd to his Chil- 
dren, and with Gods expreſs noml- 
nation, (which they neicher can nor 
do deny ) that in theſe caſes Govern- 
ment did nor proceed from the Peo- 
ple. The Anſwer always is, Let them 
ſhew their deſcent from Noah, or Gods 
expreſs nomination, and then they 


ſhall be allow'd to have the ſame Au- 
thority, And there Is an Author who o4,., 
hath publiſh:d a Book fince the Do- j, cunt 
Aor's Vindication, and it ſeems de- Gov 
ſign'd in defence of him, who expreſ- oo _ 
ſes ir thus, 1 ſuppoſe all Civil Govern» be throly 
ments muſt bave their Original either from (uu q p.$ 
Submiſſion or from Paternal Authority, ai 
becauſe no Prince living can make good 
his claim as the dire} heir from Noah. 
So that Government being founded in 
compa# Is always defended by ſuch 
Reaſonings, and is always ultimately 
reſoly'd into it; and whether that be 
a notion fir only for a Mad mans head, 
I muſt leave to the Wottor's own de- 
termination, 

Bur to ſeek no farther, the Dr. him- 
ſelf hach ſaid enough of all Conſcience 
in this point; for to clear his own Hy- 
potheſis he tells us concerning preſcri- Yindic. 
prion, That how long ſoever it %, it 5 p. 7, 
uſurpation ſtill: That natural Authority Caſe of 
(Paternal and Patriarchal ) 3s ſo ſacred Alleg. p. 
that no man hath Authority to give it 23, 24. 
away ; that if choice and conſent of the 
Pe-ple makes a Prince, no man is a Subjett 
but who conſents to be ſo, and if Subjefts 
give their Prince Authorit;, they may take 
it away ;, that if Conqueſt gives 4 Right, 
then force, the moſt unjuſt force, is Right ; 
that ſubmiſſion is only @ forc'd and after 
conſent not to make a King, but to own 
him who hath made himſelf King ;, that 
an heeditary Right #s elther 1{ſurpation 
which can give no Right or a Right by 
Law, i.e. by the conſent of the People, 
which (as he ſays) be obſerved before 
could not be done. 

Now let us ſuppoſe there are men, 
who maintain theſe Arguments and 
Reaſonings, (and the Dr. knows this 
15 no ſuch wild ſuppoſition; ) let us 
ſuppoſe likewiſe that they do nor be- 
lieve the Dogor's Hypotheſis ( and 
without any great venture a man may 
ſuppoſe that a thouſand to one does 
or, and it is plain that #ll choſe who 
uſe cheſe very arguments for Reſiſtance 
do not) and then we are come to this 

very 
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very point before us, for every one of 
theſ- Arguments are finally reſolved 
into this, that Princes are not irrefi- 
ſtible, becauſe they cavnor derive 
their Governments from Noah nor 
pretend to God's expreſs nomination 3 
{o that the Door of all men, hath che 
leaſt reaſon to wonder, who hath raken 
ſuch mighty pains to diſplay all the re- 
bellious Hypotheſes which ſtand pure. 
ly upon this bottom. And in truth theſe 
very Opinions and Arguments (except- 
Ing our own and the age before us) 
never (warm'd more than in the time 
that Convocation ſat; and there is 
abundance of this fine Do&:ine in 74- 
ni:1s Brutus, in a book de jure Magi- 
firatus in ſupditos, in Parſors on the 
Succ: fſion, and Buchanan de pure regis, 
and ſome of them are colle&ed by 
Archbiſhop Bancroft in his dangerors 
poſitions, who was the moſt reverend 
Prefident of this Convocation. And 
all theſe were publiſhed not long be- 
fore they ſar. And therefore it was 
no (ſuch great break as the Do&or ima- 
gines to think the Convocation had a 
dire& reſpe& to theſe rebellious Prin- 
ciples which at that time peſter'd the 
world. 

But the DoRor ſays whereas the dif- 
feculties occafioned by the changes and rt- 
wolutions of Government, eſpecially when 
4 rightful Prince is diſpoſſeſs'd, and ano- 
ther ſetltd in the throne, are very great, 
and worthy of the ditermination of 4 Con- 
vocation to dirett mens Conſciences in ſuth 
eaſes, Well! bur ſuppoſe theſe great 
and w:rthy bufiacflcs which the Door 
hath writcen rwo bovks about, the 
Convocation thought them to be mere 
Bedlam Principles, and which no man 
in his right mind wovld ever have di- 
(puted, muſt they needs determine it 
becauſe the Doctor thinks it worthy 
of them ? There was ſome reaſon for 
the other, for Zuniss Brutus &c. were 
rife in the world ; but the LoRor's 
Caſe of Allrg. and Vindication had nor 
chen (cen the light, 


Bur the truth is, they have determi- 
ned this point ſufficiently, in the Caſe 
of 7oaſh and Athaliah, and In this 
Chapter too, and the Queſtion be- 
tween us is, Whether the ſenſe that 
I have given, or the ſenic which the 
Door hath given, is their Determi- 
nation ; and I am content as the Do- 
Ror ſays to let every ont judgt which 8 
the moſt probable account. 

2, His ſecond Reaſon is, « When 
© the Convoc. ſpeaks of the ſertlement 
* of jllegal powers, which began by 
* Ambition and Rebellion, ir is manij- 
© feſtly unreaſonable, unleſs ir had 
© been expreſs'd, to expound this of a 
© legal Sertlement by acquiring a new 
© legal Right. Sertlemenr, I grant, as 
© our Author ſays, is a Term of Law, 
* and uſed by Lawyers of a legal Ser- 
© clement, and muſt always in reaſon 
© be underſtood fo in Law, when the 
© contrary is not expreſſed : but yer 
* a firm and ſtable poſſeſſion without 
© Right, muſt be confels'd to be a Set- 
* tlement too, tho nota righcful Sertle- 
« ment. I ſuppoſe our Anthor will not 
« deny but that the Government was 
« ſetled in fat under the three Henries, 
*cho in his ſenſe It was not a legal 
* Settlement. 

[ anſwer, the Dr, plainly begs the 
Queſtion, for ſaich he, hen the Con- 
vocation ſpiaks of the Settlement of {2+ 
gal Powtrs, and when 1s that I won- 
der? When does the Convoc. ſpeak of 
any ſuch Settlement, Thar is the main 
Qu: ti19n, which the Dr. will rake for 
granted, but will nor, and I believe 
cannut prove irs, and yer for all that 
he nor only builds upon ir, bur makes 
ic ſerve as 4 proof that the Convoc, by 
Settlement meant an illegal Settle- 
ment: And this is pure reaſoning, 
The Convoc. meant an illegal Sertle- 
ment becauſe tley meant an illegal 
Settlem nr; and that is becauſe the 
Dr, wiil have it ſo; for he does nor 
oft. r the leaſt ſhadow of proof: And 
all that he ſays 1s which b-ga1 by Rebels 

lion 
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lia and Ambition : 28 if the heginnt! 185 
of a Government and4 the Seritletnent 
ot it w.re all one; as if Hecau'. tic 
Convoc. in this Chapter ſpeaks 0! Am» 
bition, Rebellion, and wicked mens 
whereoy Governments have bezn ac- 
quir*.!, rherefore by the Settle: nt af 
rerwards, they mutt nceds aicein rhe 
Scrrlemenr of i1:egal Powers, Whicre 
is the conſequence or coherence of 
{uch arguings? and the Dr. may as 
well fay, that the Coavoctrtion teach- 
es that Rebellion 1s Go1s Aw hori:y, 
as that they (peak of che Sertlemenc 
of Illegal Powers If therefore the 
Do&or will ſpeak 10 the purpoſe, ler 
him prove his Principle ; lec him 
prove that when the Convacacion 
ſpeaks of a Scrrlement, they ſpeak of 
rhe <ettlement of illegal Powers : bur 
ic is a wild forr of procceding, to take 
tie main point ja Controverſie for 
Tranted and then to argue from it, as 
ie it had never been diſpured : at this 
rate a man may make the Convoca- 
tion-book or any other book ſay v hat 
we pleaſe, The Door knows that 
i deny that the Convoc. ſpeaks of the 
Serrlement of illegal Powers, and that 
cn the contrary, Powers, fo long as 
they continue-illegal, cannot (in rhe 
ſenſe of the Conyoc.) be ſaid to be 
ferled, 

Bur (ſays the Dr.) ir is manifeſtly 
unreaſonable, unleſs 1t had been cx- 
preſs'd, to expound this of a legai 
Settlement, and is it nor exprels'd ? 
If Set:lement means a lega! Sertlement 
rhen ir 1s expreled, as full as the ({-nte 
of words can expreſs it. But here the 
Dottor ſhifrs and evades, and does 
not give a full Anſwer, He grants that 
Settlement is a term of Law, and uſed by 
Lawy:rs of a legal Settlement, and mult 
a/ways in reaſon be underj; ood ſo in Law, 
here the contrary 2s not expreſſed : Bur 
is this my Aniwer, I grant that I 
ſaid Sertlement was a term of ! aw; 
but is that all ? did I not ſay more- 
over, that moſt men wnaerſtaxd the fenle 


) - 
of ir, and expreſs 'h-mſelves by ir ac- 
cordi'gl ? and d q I nor fay betore 
the watural and ung! Cor fo uttion at tne 
Words, and wht 's uſa «iy under iood 
by tem. Bur here the Duttor con- 
fiucs It only to rhe Lew, as if there 
were anuther and diltin& (:nſe of ir 
with reſp & to civil Poſſefſions in com- 
mon accepration, which is contrary 
bo h ro my meaning and ro my words. 
E ch2up'ir T rad acked hiin a fair C ue- 
ſftion, w en I defired him to © ſhew 
© me any one approved Lawyer, or 
© Civilian ( who are ſupp>8'4 ro ſpeak 
« the moſt properly in ſuch matters) 
© or any Hiſtorian char ever delivered 
© ſuch a ſenſe of rhefe words, or tiat 
© ever athrm'd or tn 4 mere narcatory 
* wa , declir'd r-.zt an uſurped Poſ- 
© (ett .n was a rhorough Sert] ment_ or 
© any Sertlement at all, when there was 
* a righiful and legal Thtle in being as 
© gainſt ir, and that Title aRually con» 
teſting —— But not a word of that. 
bur there is another ſenſe /which no 
body ever heard of ) tat is more fir 
for the DoRor's turn, and that is rea- 
ſon enough chat the Convocation muſt 
mean ſo by them, though thoſe Ex- 
preſſions never meant fo either before 
or ſince: And which is the moſt plea- 
ſanc of all, he te'ls ire yery magiſte- 
rially, That it argurs great perverſeneſs 
of mind, to veject that ſerſe of the word 
which « proper to the ſubjet to which it 
is apply'a, for ſuch a ſenſe as us fo eign 
«n1, Tnnatural, Now the Subje&t to 
which rheſe words thorough Settlement 
are apply'd is Government z and I had 
defired him to «© ſh. w me any appro- 
© ved Author that ever ſaid that Tyran- 
© ns fone titulo (the Cale tne "JT, purs 
© in his book ) wis a Government 
© throughly (ciled, or any true Go- 
© yernmett at all. But no marrer for 
thar, the Dr. 15 reſc!v-d to have a Ser- 
tlement of his own, to ſerve his own 
purpoſe. Let the wo: Id ſ:y what they 
will, the notion thar I give of a Set- 
tlement is that it denotes a righttul 
and 
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and peaceable Poſſeſſion, which every 
body, and the Dr. himſelf owns to be 
a Settlement, tho he will not allow it 
in the preſent caſe, and I cannot blame 
him, becauſe it overthrows his Hypo- 
theſis ; the Doctor's notion is a Set- 
tlement of Pofleflion without Right, 
nay againſt it 3 nay further againſt a 
viſible 211d undeniable Right actually 
proſecuted, tho he cannot (and his an- 
ſwerer put it to him to) ſhew that any 
Author ever gave ſuch an account of a 
Settlement, either with refpect to any 
uſurped Pofleflion, or with reſpect to 
the particular caſe of Uſurped Powers. 
And I ſhall leave it with the Reader, 
which is the moſt foreign and unna- 
tural ſenſe, ad conſequently (accord- 
ing to re which argues the greateſt 
perverſneſs of mind; to interpret it 1n 
the uſual,yulgar, and univerſally receiv'd 
acceptation, or to coyne a new ſenſe of 
it to fit a preſent turn, and in which it 
was never under{tood before. 

The Dr. tells us, to confirm his no- 
tion, That t # plarn that the right 
and fettlement of government are two 
very different things, for they may be 
parted ; the firſt relates to the Title, 
the ſecond to the ſetled Poſſeſſion, and 
exerciſe of government. And whene- 
ver a Rightful King # diſpoſſeſſed, our 
Author muſt grant, that hb ſettlement 
* gone, tho not hs Right 5 well, if I 
mult prant it I muſt, and what then ? 
Then faith the Dr.sf Right and Settles 
ment may be parted, I deſire to know, 
why there may not be a Settlement 
without Right, and then it n ridicu- 
ous to conclude, that Settlement muſt 
always ſignifie Right ; and, I wonder, 
whoever Faid that Settlement either a/- 
ways or at all ſigmfy'd Right ; it hg- 
nifties a Righttul and quiet pofleflion, 
and that 1s neither Right ſingly, nor 
Poſſetlion ſingly, but both together, 
joyn'd with quiet from other pretences, 
and this is an anſwer to what the Dr. 
defires to know, why if Right and Set- 


tlement may be parted, there ma; ns: 
be a Settlement without Right, becaut; 
Settlement always includes and fuppu- 
ſes Right, but on the contrary Rip!.: 
does not include nor ſuppoſe a Settl-- 
ment. But this 1s nothing but fallacy, 
and by this way of reaſoning, a Man 
may prove any compounded thing to 
be without the neceſſary parts of 11s 
compoſition. A Houſe conhitts of 
Walls and other things, but it the Dr. 
undertakes the buſineſs. he can prove a 
houſe to be without Walls ; fcr it 13 
plain, that a Wall and a Houſe my be 
parted, and if a Houſe and a Wall n:1v 
be parted, then why may not a Houſe 
be without a Wall ; but let us try it in 
his own Conceffions, the page betore 
he grants, that in the Lawyers ere, 
Settlement fignifies a Legal Settlement ; 
now it is plain (in that ſenſe}. that Rz2he 
and Settlement may be parted ; And 
whenever a Rightful Poſſeſſor # diſpoſ- 
ſeſs'd, the Dottor muſt grant that hu 
Settlement 3s gone, tho not ha Right, 
and if (in the Lawyers ſenſe) Right 
and Settlement may be parted, then 
{in that ſenſe ) Settlement may be 
without Right : Which, notwithitand- 
ing is contrary to what the Door 
himſelf acknowledges. But all this is 
trifling and fallacious arguing, 4 Ds- 
wafts ad compoſita, becauſe the part may 
be without the whole, therefore the 
whole may be without the part, or be- 
cauſe the whole includes all the pirts, 
therefore every part includes the whole. 
And how ridiculous (oever it may be 
to conclude, that ſettlement ſignifies 
Right, it 1s not r:diculous to conclude, 
that the Dr. pays us with Sophiſtry in- 
ſtead of Arguments. 

The Doctor goes on ; Nay the ad- 
dition of thorough plainly refers Ser- 
tlement to Poſſeſſion, and not to Right, 
for there are no degrees of Right, no 
more than there are of Truth. Now 
whatever another man might have ſaid, 
the Dr. cannot fairly ſay this, without 
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eatradicting himſelf : For he tells vs 
over and over, that two Perſons may 
have a Right to the ſame thing, the U- 
ſurper hath a Dzvme Right, the diſpoi- 
ſetled King a Leza2) Right to the Go- 
vernment. And it is plain that theſe 
are not the ſame, nor equal Rights, and 
therefore (according to the Doctor 
there are degrees of Right, an] degrees 
of Right to Governraent too. The Ulur- 
per hath a tlorough Right tor all the 
People are li;s Subjects, and the uther 
hath a Right to catch it, it he can get 
it, This laſt, I mult conteſs is a pret- 
ty kind of Right, and luch as no body 
ever heard of before, like the Doctor's 
notion of a Settlement : But it does not 
concern me to anſwer that, let the Dr, 
make 1t out as well as he can, In the 
mean time, ſuppoſe there are no de- 
grees of Right ; are there no degrees 
of quiet and peace, may not a Govern- 
me1it be more or leſs interrupted in the 
Pofletlion 2 and are thereno degreesot 
Evidence ? may not the Right to a Go- 
vernment be more or lels app:rent ? 
and this is the umport of throughly,when 
(ſuch a Right 3s myjoy'd plaimly, evis 
dently without any contradittion or ob- 
jeAion ; as I had plainly faid before, tho 
the DoCtor takes no notice of 1t. 

As for what the Doctor ſays, I ſup- 
poſe the Author will not deny, but that 
the Government was ſetled in tact un- 
der the three Herries, tho in his ſenſe 
it was ot a Ligal Settlement. If the 
Doctor will beheve the Author of the 
unreaſonableneſs of the new Separation. 
He ſays, that the Title to the Crown, 
with reſpect to the two Houſes of Tor 
and Lancaſter was diſputable, and the 
Doctor knows there is a wide diflerence 
with reſpe&t to the Pofletiion, when 
the Title is doubtful ; and when the Le- 
gal Right and Title 1s ſo tar irom being 
diſputed, that it is evidently acknows- 
tedged. But whether the Doctor will 
believethat Author or no : This I have 
to ſay, that whatever Settlement there 


was in the Reigns of the three Henries 
it was ſub ratione jury upon the ſup- 
polition of Right. Hen. 4. claimed the 
Crown upon pretence of a Legal Right, 
and he was admitted on that pretence ; 
and there 1s a great difference, between 
{uppoting a Legal Title, . and upon that 
ſuppolition owning and ſubmitting to 
it ; and when there 1s not the leait pre- 
tence, nay when the Legal Title (as in 
the Doctor's Hypotheſis1s plainly own'd 
not to be in the poſſelſor. After Ed- 
ward 4. had reigned nine years, and 
was then forced to fly out of his King- 
dom ; and Hen. 6. was again polleſs'd 
ot the Throne : His Poſſeſſion tho 
own'd by a Parliament was not a Settle- 
ment ; and for this reaſon, becauſe there 
was a viſible and apparent Right in 
Edward 4. againſt him and thac Right 
aCtually proſecuted ; and it is plain the 
Nation thought ſo, when the very acts 
of Parliament made in the time of that 
Pofſeflion, were declared void ab initio 
and ras'd out of the Records. Burt 
indeed according to the Doctor's Do» 
Ctrine, Hen. 6, had God's Authority, 
and Edward had loſt it ; and moreover 
that the Parliament that depos'd Hen.6. 
in bchalt of the Right Heir, fet up a 
Humane againſt a Divine Right, and 
were every jot as unjuſt, rebellious,and 
unrighteous, for depoſing Henry, as 
the Parliament was that depos'd Rz« 
chard 2. which would look as ſtrange 
in Engliſh Law and Hiſtory, as the Do- 
Ctor's Hypotheſis does in Divinity. 


3. The Doctor confiders what 1P. 6, 


make neceſſary to a thorough Settle. 
ment of ſuch Powers as begin by Uſur- 


pation and Rebel/ron. And that is in Anſw, 
ſhort, * A Right to the Government, p. 19. 27, 


* acquired by the Death or Ceifion of the 
* Perſon in whom the Right. was, as 
* was the Caſe in this Chapter, the va- 
*riations of Government, the four Mo- 
*narchies, and the Kings of Bab»/on 
© over the Fews. And by Preſcription 


which is the polſeidion of a 100 years, 
as 
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a$ 1 learnt from Biſhop Bucker:age, 0 
that (lays he) to make a Legal Settle- 
ment of a Government illegally begin, 
the Rightful Prince, and all bi Heirs 
muſt die, or reſign, or the Uſurper, 
and I Heirs muſt Reign about an 
1-0 rears. Now this butineſs of Pre- 
ſcription by an hundred years Poſſett- 
on, the Doctor perhaps may think it 
ſounds well, and it may be he has ſome- 
ttung to ſay to it, and that may be the 
reafon he repeats it ſo often in his Book. 
And I ſhall once for all give him this 
Anſwer ; That indeed, I quoted Biſhop 
Buckeridge, and he quoted Gregory 
Tyroloſaruus, and perhaps the Biſhop was 
of tis mind. But all that I ſaid was 
that a Right is acquir*d by Preſcription, 
without determining how many years 
went to make a Preſcription ; whether 
60 or in hundred, or the memory of 
man ; it is all one to me, and makes no 
manner of alteration in what I deli- 
ver'd. It is ſufficient that Preſcription 
makes a Legal Title: And that it does 
ſo we have the concurrent judgment of 
all Ages and all Laws, and to deny it 
15 to atiront the univerſal ſenſe and pra- 
Etice of mankind. And let the Doctor 
tell me what is the meaning and uſe of 
that wofd in the Laws and amongſt 
men, and he will find it means a Title 
by Preſcription. He fays indeed, That 
a Settlement by Preſcription, he does 
not well underſtand, and what is that 
to me or to the Queſtion ? all men elſe 
underſtand it, and it is declared by all 
Laws, and that is enough for any man 
to acquieſce in it, tho the Doctor does 
not underſtand it, or tho he may ſpin 
Cobwebs, and by art and ſubtlety en- 
tangle the plaineſt things. Does he 
think that all the Laws in the World 
were made by his underſtanding ? or 
becauſe he can make ſome ſophiltical 
objections againſt it ; therefore we muſt 
torfake the ſtated Rules of Law, and 
tred in untrodden paths to gratifie his 
ander{tanding. 


And here the Docter wth teft nt a 


! 


part of my Anſwer ; for to wiat the! 


Doctor repeated about a Ris to 4 
Government, being acquired by U-:th, 
Cefſion , or Prefcription : I atided, 
* Now all mankind are avrece thr 2 
* Right to a Government by theſe way- 
* may be attained, and to the ways that 
*are uſed to attain that Ri»Þt, are 4! 
* ways unjuſt (as the Cont ©» 10113 151 
*by Ambition, Rebellion, &c. 
* when that Right 18 attainey, theie G5- 
* verninents re{peCtively arc taen law- 
* ful Governivents, and ought to be 0- 
© beyed. — And this the Doctor takes 
no notice of, tho it is a reato-1able a::- 
ſwer, to ail ls objeCtions about Pre- 
ſcription. For af all mankund oe 4- 
greed that a Rizht to a Government 
by theſe ways may be attain'd ; then 
little objeCtions ſignitie nothing, fix'd 
and ſtated rules loſe nothing of their 
validity, becauſe a difputer can embrotl 
them by wit and artitice. He 18 a bold 
man, that will oppoſe his fingle judg- 
ment to the World, and fay that Pre- 
{cription does not make a Tutle,when all 
Laws fay it does. 

And this likewiſe is a conſiderable 
reaſon for my interpretation of a 7h0- 
rough Settlement, and againſt the Do- 
Ctors: For it 1s certainly very reafona- 
ble to expound the Convocation, in a 
ſenſe that concurs with the genera! judg- 
ment of mankind about Gover: ment ; 
it (as the Doctor allows) agreed by 
all men, that a Government by what ll 
means foever attain'd, upon the icqut- 
ſition of Right is a lawful Government, 
and ought to be obeyed. But tor Utur- 
pation that hath no Right, nay actu.l!y 
oppoles Right ; thoſe that have aflerted 
obedience was due to ſuch a Govern- 
ment, have been fo very few in any 
ape, and fo inconfiderable, that the Dr. 
(tho provoked to it) either cannot, 0: 
elſe is aſham'd to name them : $9 that 
if a thorough Settlement might be un- 
derftood in the DoCtors fonſe. and with- 

 _ 
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out Right, yet if it might mean alſo 
a Settlement by the acquilition of Right, 
it is platzly more reaſonable to 1nter- 

pret tl1;at to be the ſenſe of the Convo- 
cation ; for what reaſon 1s tnere to pat 
a fingular ſenſe upon their words, it 
they will bear a received one * what 
reaſon is there to make them deliver a 
new doctrine contrary to the (enle of 
mankind, when their words may be 
tairly reconcil'd to a Do.trine generally 
receiv'd, and about which there 1s no 
controvertie : But let us hear the Do- 
Ctor's Arguments againſt ut He ob- 
ſerves, 1. That all the Convocation ſays 
relates to the viſible and attua! aitera- 
tions of Governments and Governors, 
and tran(lation of Kingdoms brought 
about by the wickedneſs of men by di- 
vine providence, &c. Now (ſays he) 
tha # matter of fat not of Right ; and 
his reaſon is, unleſs all alterations of 
Government are Rightful and Legal. 
Now this indeed would be ſomething if 
the Convocation had required us to pay 
obedience 70 all alterations of Govern- 
ment : But they do it with this limita- 
tion,wben ſuch alterations are through» 
iy ſetled, and if they had thought all 
alterations of Government were to be 
obcy'd, it had been impertinent to add 
when they are throughly ſetled ; and I 
wonder, from whence he draws this 
Concluſion : And therefore the Settle- 
ment of ſuch alterations # an attual not 
legal Settlement of them ; for ſuppoſe 
the alterations are matter of fact, and 
not of Right, does it follow therefore 
that the Settlement of theſe alterations, 
are matterof fact and not of Right too. 
Alterations and the Settlement of them 
are two very different things ; for b 

Settlement their very nature 1s alter'd, 
and they receive a new Character, and 
there is Duty and Allegiance belonging 
to them, when there was none betore. 
Ardit is abſurd and inconlequent to ar- 

gue from the nature of the Alterations, 

to the nature of the Settlement, which 


> 4 os. 


puts them into a new State, and cloaths 
them with Authority, and gives them 
a Right to Homage and SubjeCtion ; 
now a thorough Settlement either al- 
te;s the nature of ſuch alte ations, or 
it does not, if nut, then how comes Al- 
legiance to be a duty, to alterations 
throughly ſetled,and not to theſe which 
are not fo ; it it does alter their nature 
and property, then how comes an Ar- 
gument trom the nature of ſuch alte- 
rations, to affect the notion of the tho- 
rough Settlement of them ?- The Dr. 
adds, Th brirgs the diſpute to matter 
of [e1iſe (His eyes 1 ſappoſe) for if ſuch 
a'terations of Grvernment, and tran- 
Jlatzon of Kingdoms may be made and 
ſetled without the Death, Ceſſion, &c. 
and Preſcription, then they are not ne- 
c:/Jary to the Settlement the Convoca- 
ton ſpeaks of. I ſuppoſe that which 
follows he intends for a Reaſon ; for 
there may be an atual and viſible Set- 
tlement without it, which # all that 
# required to an attual and wi/ible 
tranſlation of Kingdoms : And that is 
all the Convocation intended ; That is 
to ſay, you muſt believe the Doctor 
whether he gives any reaſon or no : For 
how does he prove, that there may be 
an actual and viſible Settlement with- 
out Right, or that Kingdoms may be 
tranſlated without it ? I grant that the 
Settlement that tranſlates Kingdoms, is 
actual and vifble, and ſo it muſt be if 
it be a Settlement, but if the Doctor 
will give other People leave to believe 
their eyes as well as he. His Settlement 
15 neither Atual nor /:/ible, for it is 
no Settlement at all. But for all that 
the Doctor adds, he who will venture 
to ſay that anew Prince can't be attu- 
ally and viſibly ſetled in the Throne, 
while the old Kightful King # living 
and makes hs claim, ſhall diſpute by 
himſelf for me ; now this is the whole 
diſpute, and 'tis juſt as if he had ſaid, 
it you will not grant what I migiſte- 
rially aflirm, I will diſpute no longer : 
A molt 
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A moſt admirable and grave Conclu- 
fon. 

2. The Doctor ſays, The Convoca- 
tion expreſly teaches, that the Auth9- 
rity, which #u God's Atuthority, and 
m:ft be reverenced and obeyed, when 
ſuch alterations are throughy ſetled # 
the Authority which is unjuſtly gotten 
or wrung by force from the true and 
lawful Poſſetfor ; Well the Convocation 
plainly fays fo, and what then 2 then 
(lays he) it vs plain it #5 not 4 Legal 
Authortty by the Death or Ceſſion of 
the RightFul King 3 for we are to ob: 
it as God's Authority, tho it be wrung 
by force from the true and lawful Poſ- 
ſeſſor ; well fo far is right, but he adds, 
and tho the preſent P.jJeJor ſhould 
have no other viſible Title to at, but 
ſuch unjuſt force : But where had the 
Doctor theſe lait words * They are fit 
enough for his purpoſe, but the Convo- 
cation hath not a word »f 1t, nor any 
thing like it. They (peak indeed of 
Authority gotten and wrung by force, 
but do they ſay that that 1s any reaſon 
why it ought to be obey'd and reve- 
renc'd? nothing like it ; but only when 
alterations are :roughly ſetled, and is 
it poſſible to believe, that by thioughly 
ſetled they mean nothing but force ? 
The Doctor hymſclt does not think fo; 
for he ſays, the conſent of the People 
makes a Settlement, and that is ſome- 
thing more than force, and therefore 
according to him, there mult be ſome- 
thing elle v:ſible belides force, before it 
is a duty to obey ſuch alterations. And 
ther t follows, That the preſent Poſ- 
Jeſfor muſt have ſome other viſible Ti- 

tie befides ſuch un; force. But the 
” Doctor reterrs us to the words of the 
Coryocation: The Aurhors:y exther fo 
wijuſt'y gotten, or wrung by force from 
the true and lawf.id Poſſeſſor berg at- 
ways God's Auti:crity | and therefore 
rece:vmg no impeachment by te wick: 
eaneſs F thoſe that have ut) 28 ever 
(when any ſuch alterations are through» 


ly fetled) to be reverenc'd and obeyed, 
&©c. Now (ſaysthe Doctor very trium- 
phantly) let any man who underſtands 
Grammar conſtrue this otherwiſe if he 
can, Now I will renounce my under- 
itanding in Grammar, if 1 do not con- 
{true it otherwiſe than he does, and not 
only fo, but plainly ſhew, that his Con- 
{truction is both falſe, and alſo WHEY amm- 
matical. He ſays, what Authority is 
that which m'ſt be cbeyed and reve- 
renced? 1t s (/a#th the Convocation) 
the Authority unjultly gotten , or 
wrung by torce, from the true and law- 
ful Potletſor. Very well, fo fir weare 
agreed, he adds, And therefore not a 
new Legal Authority gained by Death, 
Cefſion, or a long Preſcription : And 
does the Doctor call this Grammatical 
Coniiruction 2 This is the only thing 
in controverhe, and he draws 1t from 
the words by inference, or conſequence, 
and are inferences and conſequences 
Grammatical Conſtructions * And 
what does he mean by this inference? 
And therefore not a new Legal Autho- 
rity, what then ? might it not be the 
o!d Legal Authority gain'd by a new 
Right to it ; and why I wonder, might 
not the Right as well as the Authority 
be gained from the Pollefſor ? But the 
Grammatical Conttruction is directly 
againit him 3 what Authority is that 
which muſt be obey'd and reverenc'd ? 
it 18 (fays the Convocation) the Auth- 
rity unjuſtly gotten or wring by force 
from the true and lawful Poſſeſſor. 
And what Authority is that which is 
wrung trom the true and lawful Poflef. 
for 2 it is the Legal Authority; for that 
is what the true and lawful Fciieflor was 
potleſs'd of, and which oy could be 
wrang from him. The DuCtor iferrs, 
and therefore not 4 new Legai avthg« 
14:3, and much more ſure, ant theres 
fore not a new 1ilral Author; The 
Da. or proce: ds, What «= G:ds Aus 
thor ity whac!: 100 1nicil? obey * xt 18 nag 
other than i; 1c 4:9 uihuſtly rote 
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ten or wring by force, Gce which can 
receive no wmpeachment by the wicked- 
neſs of thoſe who have it. Thus far 
ve are right again, he adds, By what 
wickednets ? Therr-w:ched and ungod- 
ly and violent means of getting, and 
having it for the Convocation, ſpeaks 
of no other micheqdneſs but the wicked- 
neſs of T/ſurpariom. And here we are 
got to inference again, and the only 
thing in controverie 1s drawn from the 
words, and that unjuitly. But let us 
fee his Grammar; and I would gladly 
know, where the DoCtor places the 
ſtreſs of this Conſtruction > whether 
upon the means of getting it, or upor 
the havimz it, 1t upon the wicked nears 
hisCon{truction 1s true, tho not Gram- 
matical: But that 1s not to his purpoſe, 
and no body diſputes the violent and 
wicked means of getting it, and the 
Authority after it 1s got, may be legal 
enough for all that. But 1t upon the 
having 1t (which 1s the only thing in 
controverſie) his Conftruction is nei- 
ther Grammatical, nor true; not Gram- 
matical, for he conitrues a Subſtantive 
by an Adjeftive or Adverb, and tran- 
ſpoſes the words ; and I wonder by 
what Rules of Grammar: The wicked- 
neſs of theſe that have it, 18 to be con- 
itrued ther wicked and ungodly having 
it. He maycall it Paraphraſe, or Ex- 
poſition, but he can never fay-it is 
Gramimatical Conſtruchon : And as it 
is not Grammatical, ſo alſo it is not 
true, for it is not the ſenſe of the Con- 
vocation, for they ſay nothing of the 
wicked having zt, but of the wicked 
mear.s of getting it they do, as more 
than once 1n this Chapter, and expreſly 
their wicked attempts deteſtable in the 
fghket of God, And therefore I ask, as 
the Doctor does, By wha: wickeaneſs ? 
che wickedneſs of their attempts to 
g.1n the Government by Rebellion and 
Encroachment ; for this is all the wick- 
edneſs the Convocation ſpeaks of, and 
not the wickedneſs of V/urpation as 


the DoRor is reſolv'd to have it, the 
the Convocation hath not one ſingle 
word of it. And if the Doctor had ex- 
actly repeated this paſſage it would 
plainty have - appear d ; and (to uſe 
{ume of his own language) he hath hc 
neſtly cited it, but not ſo honeſtly re- 
peated it. He repeats it only The Au- 
thority unjuſt/y gotten or wrung, &C. 
But the Convocation ſays, the Authort- 
ty /o unjullly gotten or wrung, &c. 
And what does ſo refer to, but the 
wicke. means and attempts to-gain the 
Government they had mentioned be- 
fore ? And this plainly ſhews what the 
Convocation meant by the wickedneſs of 
thoſe that have it which u 10 impeach« 
ment to God's Authority, and that 1s 
not (as the Doctor ftanſies) their wick- 
ed having it, but their ſo unjuſtly 
getting it ; and their ſo unjultly getting 


it, is their wicked attemprs to obtain it. _ 


But /o is but a ſmall word, and might 
ealily be overlooked,and eſpecially when 
it ſpoils both the Doctors Grammar and 
his Argument. I hope he will hereaf- 
ter forgive me a {lip of a Varticle,about 
which he ſo unmercitully treats me, and 
that without reaſon or jultice, as we 
ſhall ſce hereafter. In the mean time 
the Dotor's Grammar and Lopick to- 
gether affords us theſe admirable Do- 
Ctrins. 

1. That God's Authority and a Di- 
vine Right, are actually annex'd to a- 
Ctual wickedneſs and unrighteouſnels : 
For the ttreſs of the Doctors Conltru- 
Ction lyesin their wicked having it, 1e, 
their very being in Vower 1s wicked, 
their very having it is wicked and un- 
godly ; and that 1s, their wickedneſs, in- 
juſtice, and -unrighteouſneſs is God's 
Authority. 

2, That a man Poſleſſes a thing wick- 
ey which God gives him, and which 
isnot all, but that he would poſſeſs the 
very ſame thing juſtly, if men gave it 
him ; if upon ze Death, or Ceſſion of 
the Right: Heir &c. A Prince acquires a 

Right, 


Co 


Caſe of 
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Right, he then certainly /erally and 
juſtly poſſeſſes the Throne ; But if God 
only gives it him, then he hats zt 
wichedty. 

3. That men are bound in Conſci- 
ence to ſupp+rt and maintain a wicked 
and unjuſt Poltieffor, ev'n in his wicked 
and unjuſt Pofſeffion ; and which is yet 
more, ev*n to the manifeſt wrong, and 
in direct - oppoſition to the Right 
owner. 

Theſe are Doctrines futted well 
enough to the Doctor's Hypotheſis ; 
But it is no great Credit to any Nott- 
ons, that they cannot be maintain'd, but 
by diſhonouring God, and breaking up 
the foundations of all Righteouſneſs 
and Jullice in the world. 

The Doctor tell us, He proceeded (in 
the Caſe of Allegiance to prove the ſame 
thing from other Teſtimonies of theCon- 
vocation Book: and of the Two firit that 
hemention'd he fays,I thought fit to zake 
70 notice of. And it is true I did nct ; 
and the DoCtor has Reaſon to thank 
me for it. They are theſe they teach, 


Alkeg. p.6. that the Lord ( in advancirg Kings to 
Vindic.p.9 their Thrones) 1s not bound to thoſe 


Convoc. 
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Laws which he preſcribeth others to 
obſerve. And therefore commanded 
Jehu a Subjeft, to be anotnted King 
over Iſrael, of purpoſe to puniſh the Sins 
of Ahab and Jezebel. Gut the-Doctor 
ſeeing that this was by Gods expreſs no- 
mination, and therefore nothing at all to 
his purpoſe, he adds, And what he did 
by Prophets m Iſrael, by an expreſs 10- 
mination of the Perſon , he does by his 
Providenice in other Kingdoms, et up 
Kings when he ſees fit, without any re- 
gard to the Right of Succeſſion or Legal 
Titles. | 
The Lord both may and # able to over= 
throw any Kings or Emperors, 10114? 1 
ſtanding any Cla:m, Right, Title or In- 
tereſt, which they can challenge, to thezr 
Countreys, Kino dams or Empirts. And 
can the Doctor fay, that by theſe words 
the Convocation means, God's making 


For as they tell us elſewhere, 


Kings by Providerice ? or that they make 
any ftch inference from them , that a 
Perſon poſleſſed of the Throne with- 
out Right, and contrary to it, is made a 
King by God, and ought to be obry- 
ed? It the DoCtor can fay this, I have 
done wondring at any interpretations he 
makes either of the Convocation Book, 
or of the Scripture in favour of his Hy- 
potheſ:s. For the Convocation in this 
very rlice does not only not refer to 
God's making Kings by Providerice,but 
is as exp-e(s againſt the Doctor, as any 
thing can be. For the Convocation, 
ſpeaking of, and juſtifying the facts of 
Fehu and Abud 1n killing King Zoran 
and Eg/on, as having an expreſs warrant 
from God , and being made Kings by 


» God's expreſs nomination , they imme- 


diately add , © Both which ex-mples 
* (being but innumber two throughout 
* the Hit. ries of all the Princes, Judges, 
* and Kings either of Fudah or Iſrael ) 
* do make it known to us, that altho 
the Lord may,and is able to overthrow 
any Kings or Emperors, nottwith- 
Standing any Claim, Right, Title or 
Intereſt , which they can challenge 
to their Countreys, Kingdoms, or Em- 
* pires ; yet foreſeeing in his Heavenly 
* Wiſdom and Divine Providence, what 
* miſchiet private men, under colour 
* of theſe Examples, might otherwiſe 
* have pretended, or attempted againſt 
* their Sovereigns ( as being either dif- 
© contented of themſelves. or ſet into 
* fury by other malitious perſons) he 
* did fo oider and diſpoſe of all things 
* in the Execution of theſe ſuch his ex- 
* traordinary Judgments, as that there- 
* by it may plainly appear toany ( that 
* ſhould not wiltully hoodwink hium- 
* ſelf | neverto be liwtul for any per- 
© ſon whatſoever, upon the pretence of 
* any Revelation, Inſpiration, or Com- 
* mandment irom his Divine Majeſty, 
* either to touch the Perſon of his Sove- 
© reign , or to brar Ars againit him, 
* except God ſhould hrit advance os 
* fa) 
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*\aid perſun from his private Eſtate, 
* and make him a King or an Abſolute 
* Prince to ſucceed his late Maſter, In 
* his Kingdom or Principality. And 
whit. they thought of ſuch advance- 
ment with reſpect to other times , 1s 
evident in the Canon to this Chapter ; 
where they fay with reſpect to the ſame 
matter ; * Except ( which 85 rmpoſſible ) 
* he ſhould firſt, prove his credit, in fo 
* affirming to be equal with the Scri- 
* ptures, and that men were bound as 
* ſtrictly to belicve him in ſaying, that 
* God called and tiirred him up to the 
* perpetrating that faCt, as we are bound 
* to believe the Holy Ghoſt ( by whole 
*1nitinct the Suriptures were written ) 
* when he telleth us, that God raiſed 
* up Abud for a Saviour to his people. 
And more to the ſame pnrpoſe, © It 
* ary man ſhall affirm, that it is Iiwful 
* for any Captain or Subje&, high or 
* low whoſoever, to bear Arms again(t 
* their Sovereign,or to lay violent hands 
* upon his Sacred Perſon, by the ex- 
* ample of 7ehu ( noth{tanding that 
* any Prophet or Prie{t ſhould incite 
* them thereunto , by UnCtion or any 
* other means whatſoever , except tir{t 
* that it might plainly appear, that 
© there are now any ſuch Prophets fcnt 
* extraordinarily from God hunſelt,with 
< ſufficient and ſpecial authority 1n that 
© behalt ; and that every ſuch Captain 
* and Subject, ſo incited, might be af- 
* ſured, that God himlelt had in expreſs 
* words and by name , required and 
* commanded him fo too) he doth 
* greatly err. 

From whence? theſe Two things are 
obvious * 

1. That thefe words, The Lord both 
may, and is able to overthrow Kings,&C. 
noirithſi andmg any Right, &Cc. plain» 
iy refer to:the facts of bud and Fehu, 
11G have an immedGtate iefpect to God's 
'etting up Kings by his expreſs nomina- 

1-2, and in the Kingdom of Iſrael alſo, 
nd theretore very improperly alledged 


to prove, that what God did by Pro- 
Phets im Iſrael by expreſs nomination, 
he does by bus Providence in «thr 
Kingdoms. For that that 1s the ſen(- 
ot the Convocation, the DoCtor prover, 
tor that they tel us 2:fewhere, chat ths 
Lord may and n able, &:. Ard yet 
this very elſewhere, has the ſame rele- 
rence with the other, and refpects the 
Kingdom of Iſ-re!, and God's expreſs 
nomination. And where is the Conle- 
quence ? God by expreſs nomination 
made Fehu and Aud Princes, and au- 
thorized them to kill the Kings, whoſe 
Subjects they were before ; ard he may 
do fo again if he pleaſe: therefore it 
any perſon, can by Providence get the 
potletlion of another Princes Throne, he 
is a King of Gud's making , as much as 
Fehu or Alud ; and has as good autho» 
rity to aCt as they had. 

2. They limit and confine the pra- 
Ctice upon this Doctrine, to God's 
expreſs Nomination. They do not 
mention them , either to allow or 
eltabliſh a general practice upon them, 
but to prevent it. And it ſeems as it 
they defigned to prevent that very Infe- 
rence the DoCtor draws from them: The 
Doctor infers, That therefore, whoever 
is poſſeſs'd of Power by Providence, 
hath God's Authority : And they infer 
the clean contrary, that notwithſtand- 
ing a ſpecial and expreſs Warrant from 
him is necelfary ; and granting that the 
Lord may and # able to overthrow 
Kings, &c. notwithſtanding, &c. yet 
no man had any Authority from him, 
except he was expreſly and by name 
appointed by him: And the Convoca- 
tion is ſo far from ſubſtituting Provi- 
dence 11 the place of Gods nomination, 
that in the very Caſe upon the account 
of which they mention theſe words, they 
ſay, there can beno Authority without 
God's expreſs warrant, and that ſuch a 
warrant 18 now 3mpoſſible. $0 that the 
Doctor's Interpretation and Inference is 


directly contrary to that of the Convo- 
CatIO!, 
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cation. And by this time I ſuppoſe the 
Doctor may be ſatisfied there was no 
ſach need to call tor an Anſwer, and to 
tell me, I did not think fit to take nc 
tice of theſe Paſſages. And I do think 
fit yet turther to rae notice, that he 
hath plainly alter-d the ſtate of the 
matter with refpect to theſe paſlages: 
In bis Caſe of A/ſevrance he produc'd 
tis patlage to prove , That what God 
did by his Prophets in Tfracl, by an ex- 
pre/s nommation of the Perſen, he does 
by (118 Providence in other Kingdoms, 
ſet up Kings as be ſees fit, without any 
regard to the Right of Succeſſion , or 
Legal Tit/:s, Bit now in his Vinds- 
catzon, We have another account : For 
( fays he ) f they do not prove God's 
Sovereign Autharity, to remove and 
pull down, the moſt Rightful Kings,and 
gre ns Authority to thoſe who have 
n0 Right, and place them in the Throne, 
of thoſe that have the Right, there is 
no ſenſe to be made of them. And 
what 1s this to Provedence, which is the 
main thing in controverkie, and tor the 
proof of which, the DoCtor cited thoſe 
paſſages? Suppoſe they do prove God's 
Sovereign Authority , to remove and 
pull down the moſt Righttul Kings, 
and give his Authority to thoſe who 
have no Right; Do they prove like- 


wiſe, that a Providential poſſefſion of 


the Throne, is God's giving his Autho- 
rity 2 or that which he did by his Pro- 
phets in 1/rael, he does by his Provi- 
dence in other Countries > God's So- 
vereign Authority 1s no Queſtion be- 
tween us 3 The Convocation allows the 
Doctrine ; but ſays withal, that noman 
(in thoſe caſes ) can act upon it, with- 
out God's expreſs warrant. 

The Doctor expreſſes this od.]ly, Ad 
give his Authority to thoſe who have 
no Right, and place them in the 
Thrones of thiſe that have the Right. 
if this is to be underſtood Grammiti- 
cally, and which is the Doctor's Hyp- 
thelis , That when God has given Aus 


thority and Government to a Perſor, 
he hath no Right to it ; and when he 
hath taken them away, That Perſon hath 
{till the Right 3 This is neither the Senſe 
of the Convocation , nor yet Senſe. 
For the Convocation ſays, God may 
overthrow Kings, notwith/?anding any 
Right they can chailenge ; which intt- 
mates not the continuing, bur the de- 
termining their Right ; as Fram afte! 
God had given his Kingdoin to Feb 

had no longer Right to it; but was 
{ as the Convocation ſays ) Zehu's Sub- 
ject ; and there is nothing more ab- 
ſurd, than to ſay , that a man hath no 
Right to what God gives hun ; and that 
he hath yet a Right remaining to what 
(30d tikes away from him. 

The Doctor goes on, Our Author's 
Hvpotheſis is as dire acontradiction 
to thu, as words can make it : for uf no 
Prince can have God's Authority , nor 
muſt be obeyed, wunleſs he have a Legal 
Right ; either an od Hereditary Right, 
or anew acquired Right, by the Death 
or Ceſſion, & What hard ſhifts we 
are put to to obſcure what will not 
admit of a plain anſwer ? What is this to 
the purpoſe the Doctor cited thoſe paſ- 
ſages, or to the Queſtion before us ? 
And where, I pray, did I ever fay, that 
no Prince can have God's Authority, 
without ſuch Rights > No doubt he 
may have it, if God gives it him. And 
that is the only Queſtion : Jehu had 
Gcd's Authority without theſe Rights; 
But then God ex; re{ly and by name, 
gave it to hvn. Let the Doctor prove, 
that poilclion of the Throne by FPra- 
vidence, 15 equivalent to an expreſs No- 
mination ; or that it is a ſufficient 
Evidence, that God hath given ſuch a 
Potictior his Authority 5 and 11! then, 
all bis Arguments trom Goc s Sove- 
reign Authority {1gmtie 1etng. To 
argue {rom God s power of diſpoſing 
Kingdoms, without Legal Right, to his 
actual diſpoiing them to ; and becaule 
he Can give his Authority to one who 
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hath no Right ; therefore lie that 1s 
poſleſs'd of the Throne without Right, 
kas that Authority , 1s ne1'her Logick 
nor Senſe. And how infignticant then 1s 
all this that follows ? Ther ( ſays he) 
God is buund tn thſe Laws in advan- 
cis Kpivs, which he preſcribethn to 
others, then he cannot ſet up any Kings 
er Emperors who have 10 juſt Right or 
Claim : for he cannot unimake a Right- 
ful King, if he cannct abſolve Subjetts 
From their Allegiance , nor male a 
King without a Legal Right, if be 
caniot pire him by Authority, and 
transfer the Allegrance of SubjeRs to 
lim. God can remove the man by 
death , but cannot unmake the King, 
zwaleſs he unmake himſelf, by reſigning 
his Crown : He can ſit a man upon the 
Throne, but caimot maxe him a King, 
1: ..,t the leave of the Right Hey, 
widry an hundred years preſcription. 
Ar.! after having m:Jde me fay all this 
frightiul tuft, he adds, Here ever 
entr Author learnt thy Docirine, I am 
ſure the Convocation never taught it 
him. And 1s not this an admirable 
way of diſputing, to make his Adverfary 
ſiy what he pleaſe, and then Expote 
it | But Ttell him Tlearnt that DoCtrine, 
neither from the Covocation, nor from 
any body but himſelf. But the Doctor 
is ſo warm in this wild Rant, that he 
utterly forgets, that what he ſays, 1s 
equally againſt his own Notion and In- 
terpretation : The con/ent of the people, 
is that which ( according to him } ſettles 
a Government,and makes 1t a duty to o- 
bey, and without ſuch a conſent 'tis no 
duty. And cannot God ſet up Kings, 
without conſent of the People ? then he 
cannot make a King: for a King without 
SubjeRs is no King : He may ſet a man 
upon the Throne,but cannot make him a 
King,without leave of thepeople. Ando 
the Doctor may take his Rebuke again, 
wherever he learnt ths Dottrine, I am 
fure the Convocation rever taught it 
him, For they have tavght over and 


over, tht the people of all ſorts, have 
no intere{t in, nor any thing to do with 
the Gorernment:and it ſhould] ſeem.that 
one main end of thr Book, was to con- 
fute, and ſhew the fallity of fach Opini- 
ons, into which, notwithſtanding the 
Doctor's fine Principle of the Conſent 
of the People is finally reſolv'd. 

But ſuch Arguments as theſe, will 
prove any thing in the world : the#Pa- 
fiſts may prove all their fabulous Le- 
gends; God may and is able to work 
Miracles now, as he did by Ms/es, the 
Prophets, and Apoſt/es ; and therefore 
St. Rumbald, and a great many other 
of their Saints, did all thoſe wonder{al 
things they aſcribe to them. And the 
Doctor knows , ſuch things have been 
urged, to juſtifie very il! things, ( and 
by men who have own'd the fame Prin- 
ciples as he does) God may now give 
the Land to his People, as he did of 
old Canaan to the Iſraelites; and 
therefore they may cut off the Ma/:g- 
nants , as a Company of curſed Cana- 
anites, to potleſs their Eſtates. God 
may now give the fame liberty he did 
'T the I/rae/ites, to ſpoil the Agypri- 
ans ; and therefore whatever we can get 
from the Egyptian Church of England, 
is our own. I do not fay the Doctor 
concludes fo, but his Arguments do : 
and every one of theſe Conſequences, 
are as good as the Doctors. And if 
Providence comes in the place of Pro- 
phecy, and what God did of old by his 
Prophets, he Goes now by his Provi- 
dence ; and Providential Events convey 
the ſame Right and Authority, as God's 
own immediate and expreſs direction ; 
then this 1s very good arguing ; and the 
Doctor's Principles will juttifie ſuch 
Practices, tho He does not. 

But yet further, to ſhew the unrea- 
ſonableneſs of the DoCtor's Inference, 
and that from God's altering Stated and 
Legal Rules in the Caſe of Fehu, and 
by expreſs HOmaniation , nothing can 
be concluded 4n fayour of a a" 
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tial Poſſeffion againſt legal Right ; here 
are theſe two things ro be obſerv*d. 

1+ That when Gcd fer up Jibs a- 
g1inſt another Right and Title { and 
the Caſe Is the ſame of any other (© 
fer up by God) there was a clear and 
evident Revelation of God's Will that 
he had made him King, and given him 
his Authority, and abour which there 
could be no doubt or ſcruple. And 
ſuch a clear Revelation ſeems neceſlary 
in all ſuch caſes. For when men are 
under ſacred Tyes and Obligations, 
from which they cannot otherwiſe be 
releaſed but by God himſelf (for tho 
God % not tied to thoſe Rules be preſcri- 
bith to others, yer men are ried to thoſe 
Rules, the obligacion of which holds 
them till they are diſcharged by God 
who is not tied himſelf, and can re- 
leaſe them thar are;) it ſeems necella- 
ry that the Evidence of Gods Will in 
diſcharging them, ſhould be as clear 
and certain, as the Evidence they have 
that the obſerving theſe Rules is their 
dury ; otherwiſe men depart from a 
certain duny, upon the account of an 
uncertain diſcharge from God , and 
may eaſily find ways to evade their 
neceſſary duties, eſpeclally if they are 
clogged with difficulty, and ſecular di(- 
advantage. And accordingly when 
God ſet up 7tbx, the manifeſtarion of 
God's will was plain and evident, and 
the perſons concern'd to know it, could 
make no doubt of ir, being revear'd by 
Prophets, rhe ordinary and accuſtom. 
ed way of God's making his will 
known to them, But for Providence, 
eſpecially in oppoſition to Law and 
legal Right, being the manifeſtation 
of God's will in order to pradtice, I 
chink I may appeal to all the world, 
whether any man can be as certain, 
that Poſſefſion of the Throne by Pro- 
vidence is as evident an indication of 
God's Will that God hath given his 
Authority and th: Government to 
him, as he is of tie obligation of an 
Oath, and of the Duty of allcg. ro a 


rightful King z if not, then he relea- 
ſes himſelt from an evident Duty by 4 
diſcharge from God lets evident; z, e. 
he has lefs evidence of his diſcharge 
chan he has of his duty, and rhat in 
the ballance of Conſcience is no diſ. 
charge at all, Now it needs not be 
proved, that Vrovidence 1s not fo evi- 
dent a Declaration of God's Will as 
expreſs Nomination ; the Door him. 
ſelt owns thar in all other Caſes, I'zo- 
vidence 1s not ſych a ſignification of 
God's Will, And that this Do&rine 
could never be eſpied before, nay 
that ir was publickly and profeſſedly 
diſown'd, are no great ſigns of its evi- 
dence, And therefore there is a wide 
difference in the cwo Caſes. Upon 
the Nomination of 7:bz, God's Will 
was made (o evident, that all men 
concern'd to take notice of fr, nej. 
ther did nor could doubt of it; bur 
in the caſe of the Doftor's Hypotheſis 
'&>s the only thing in queſtion. And 
not only all men elſe, but the Do&or 
himſelf, nor only doubred of ir, but 
be'iev'd the clean contrary. 

2, When G-d ſet up a King with- 
out or contrary to a legal Right, that 
King was immediately inveſted with 
his Authority, and as the Convocation 
ſpeaks of Ahad, Indeptident of any but 
God himſelf ; he had the fole Right to 
the Government, and the People were 
bound to ſubmit ro him without any 
more ado, upon the account of God's 
Donation, Burt the Do@or's King, 
whom he ſays is of God's ferting up 
£90, 1s quire another thing; he 15s no 
King, or if he is, he has no $ubj=&s, 
tlil the People have conſented ; they 
are not bourd to obey him upon the 
account of Go-*s gifr, till themſelves 
have conſented : And (o for any thing 
that I can ſee, norwithſtanding God's 
ſerting up a King, the People may re» 
fule him, and are not bound to ſubs 
mic to \ijhm, except themſelves pleaſe. 
T « Doftor's King likewite harh not 
the fole Right, for the King God hath 
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pul'cd down bath his Righe {till and by God, the Judge, Prince, &c. 
may juſtly recover the Throne, if he On the other hand (fath the Door) Poſſcripe 
can, whicl 1s one of the” finelt Evie ow Author affirms, that all theſe Kings P. 3- 
de 1c:3 of God's giving away another had 2 ltgal Kight, and were legal Powe Aniw, 
Princes Crown as ever was heard of, ers, And that it appears in all, and Þ. 19. 


Poſtſcript. juſily recover it. And this 1 had cold aid, 2nd 1 had thought I had prov'd 

2 |jm before, but he takes no notice &f ir too, and what has the Door to 
it, altho ir deſerves as much Yiraz-. lay to ir? He replies, This is a bold 
cation as any of the reft, But (ome mndertaber, And that I ſuppoſe I am 
things wil] not be vindicated how much to take for an Anſwer, for he fays 
loever they need It, and it is not rea- very little befide to the proofs I 
ſonable to require any man to vindi> brought for ir. But let us conſider 
zate more then he can what he docs ſay, 

And this I think is ſufficient to ſhew He teils us, Our firft Inquiry & what 
how unreaſonably th: Doftor con» the Convncation thought of the Kings of 
cludes from Go1's expreſs nominarion the Aramirtes and -Moabirtes, 7rhethey 
to providence, and from God's Sove- they thought them legal and rightful 
reignty in diſpoſing of Kingdoms, to. Kings of IWraclg They (falth he) call 
providential Poſſeftion; and ail that F indred the Iraclites thtry Subjects as 
have further to fay is, that I expe& owr Author obſerves, and from thence 
the DoRor in his nexr will call me proves that theſe Kings bad a lega! Power 
Atheiſt, or ſome hard name, and tell over Iſrael, But the miſchief is, the Con- 
me people will be tempred to ſulpe& wocation in expreſs wovas owns them to 
I do nor belleve, or that I ridicule be only Kings de fafto, to whom they 
God's Sovereignty, becauſe I do not weye in ſubjection ; and teaches, that if 
believe the Doctor's unreaſonable In- any perſon born a Subjeft, and affirming 
ferences and Arguments from it, as by all the Arguments, &c. that God hat 
he tells me they will be apt to ſuſpe& called him to murder the King de fato 

Yindic, 1 do not belleye or that I ridicule Pro» wnder whonm be lived, &c. wich (ys 
P. 589, vidence, becauſe I do not believe the the Dottor ) & ſpoke with reference 20 
foul conſequences he draws from It. Ahud's killing King Eglon, who it ſeems 

To confi'm the Dodtor's Titerpretation, ws but a King de fatto zn the jugd- 

Vindic. þy eells 5 bs obſerved that the Convoca- ment of the Convocation. And I ſuppoſe our 
P- 10, tion teaches, that Ovedience was dueto Author knows what a King de fatto ſgiie 


And 1 wonder when the Dottor will 
prove, that God ever gave away any 
Princes Crown, when notwithſtanding 
he had fiijl a Right: to -fr, and might 


ſuch Kings 23 nevir conl2 have any legal 
Right to the Govirnment of Iſratl, as t'e 
Kings of the Moabltes and Aramis, of 


. Egypt and Babylon, ard jet ſays, tot 


the I'ratiites knew, that it ws nt lim 
ful for tnim of them{etves ana by 1:4) 
ow! Authovity ca f be Aris ag: the 
Kirgs whoſe Subjecis ihey were. thy ine 
deed they were 7 yuaiits , and that it hai 
att bren lewis for Ahud to have billed 
King Egiun had be not firſt been ade 


every one of the inſtances the Convocatie 
on gives 1 if Government to which they 
ſay Gbediince us due, that thoſe Govern- 
ments had ſuch a Right, Well, this I 


fies in oppoſution to a King de jure, one 
who is King without a Legal Right. I 
aniwer yes, I do know that, but the 
miſchief js, the Convocation does not 
ſpeak of a King ae jails in oppohition 
to a King dt jure, but barely of a King 
de fatto . and I ſuppoſe the DoGtor 
þnows, that a King de facto when it 
is not ſpoken 1n oppofition to a King 
de jure, docs not mean 2 King with- 
ou: a legal Bight. And this is plwnly 
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the caſe; for /1) it is barely and na. 
kedly expreſied without any oppofiti- 
on to a King az jv: cither mention'd 
or ſuppos'd, 

2. The matter plainly proves that 
ir cannot be ſpoken in opp»ſirion to a 
King ae jwe, which is that the King 
ae fails may not be murdered by his 
Subje&s, bur if a King 42 fatto was ſpo- 
ken in oppoſitioa tro a Kivg de jure, 
then a King de jwe may be murder- 
ed by his Subje&s, | 

3- The Door tells us, that this is 
ſpoken with reference to 4bu4's kill- 
ing King Fglon, and therefore King 
Eglon was but a King de fatto, Bur 
then this is a reaſon that the Convoca- 
tion did nor ſpeak ir jn oppoſition to 
a King dz jure; for in the Chapter to 
this Canon, they ſpeak with reference 
ro the ſame, That the Lord may and us 
able to overthrow any Kings or Emperovs 
notwithſtanding any Claim, Right, Title 
or Intereſt which they can challenge to 
their Countries, Kingdoms or Empires. 
Thefe words were plainly ſpoken with 
reference ro Ahua's killing King Fglon, 
and the Convocation prefaces rhus : 
Both which Examples (4, «. of Zeb» 
and Ahud) do make ft known to us, 
that although the Lord may and is 
able to overthrow, &c. And the Do- 
Qor tells us bur the page before, that 
there is no ſenſe ro be made of theſe 
words, if they do nor prove God's 
ſovereign Authority tro remove and 
pull down the »e/t rightful Rings, &c. 
and this was ſpoken with reference 
ro God's pulling down King Fglon by 
Abud. But then Zg21lon was fo far from 
being a King dz fafo in ovpofition to 
a King ar jure, that he was not only 
a rightful King, bur a »o# rightful 
King, And therefore rhe miſchief 
(the Door ſpeaks of ) that the Con- 
vocation in tr); words owns the 
Kings of the 4r2a»//:; and Moahites to 
be only Kings ge f+.75. is noother miſe 
chief but that t!.« Pottcr contraditts 


himſelf, bur that is no miſchief with 
him, ctherwiſe he weuld nor uſe tt (9 
often, And here we plainly tec the 
DoRor's admirable dexterity In inter» 
preting the Convocation to his own 
purpoſe. The Convocation fays Kg 
ds fatty and no more, but It feems 
that would not do, and therefore the 
DoRor ſays, they ſay only King dt fa- 
(to, and bat King de fa#o; bur theſe 
Additions ( which perfe&ly alter the 
ſenſe ) are no bodies bur his own, and 
yer ir ſeems fir was not enough t0 
put them in, bur he mult ell us alſo, 
the Convocation in expreſs words Owns 
them to be only Kings de fatts, when 
the Convocation hath not any fuch 
word, or any thing like ir. 

The DoRor proceeds, L!t uw 70w 
[ee what legal Right and Title our Author 
bath foun4,for the Kings of the Aramites 
and Moabſtes and Babylonlians over If- 
racl, and for all he fo Monarchits ; 
and that is the ſubmiſſeon both of Prince 
and People. Well, that is one of them, 
bur not all, which ( (ays the Door) 


be ſaj$w. grant gives a legal Right Poſiſcrip: 


Vindic. 
P. 12s 


whereas I only ſaia, that the ſubmiſſion of P- *» 


the Prince might be thought neceſſary to 
transfer a legal Right, which I think 
differs a little from granting it does ſd. 
Very good, let ic differ as little or as 
much as he pleaſe, ir is nothing ro 
me, fer if he wil! look again he will 
find that I only (aid, the Doltor tells 
us that the ſubmiſſion of the Prince, &c., 
And I think alfo, that faying he te//; 
uw differs a little from ſaying »e g 41ts. 
So that I think this might have been 
ſpared : But the Door had 2 mind 
to charge me whth a faulr, 2nd he 
hath thereby ſhew'd hitnſeclf ro be on- 
ly guilty of jr, However I take this 
oppor:unity to tell him, that it is in-- 
diflcrent to me, whether or no he 
grants that th«< ſubmiſſion of the Princ*: 
and Pcople conter a legal Right, al! 
the world befices grant it, and thar 
I; ſufficieut for any ordinary Principle 
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ro the Doctor ſhould not think fir to 
like ir, nor any thing el(z tho never (0 
plain, if it contradidts his Hypotheſic, 

Bur now the Dottor tells me, The 
truth ws our Author is hire blundered 
for want of clear and aiſtintt Notions 

what be writts, and impoſes upox 
himſelf and others with ambiguous 
£2115. This is a terrible buſineſs N 
the DcRor could but ſhew us where 
this bluadering and theſe ambiguous 
rerms were, I hed told him as plain 
as I could ſpeak, that beſides lineal de- 
ſcent, a Right to a Government might 
be acquir'd by the death or ceſſion of the 
right heir, joyn'd with the conſent of the 
People, and by Preſcription z and when 
ſuch a Right reſpefively was attain'd, the 
Government was thin a legal Govern- 
ment. TI think this is diſtin enough, 
and the Notions are clear enough: 
and if the Dotor would have given 
a dire& AnſweFf, he ſhould have ſhewn 
that either a Right to a Government 
by theſe ways is not attain'd, or if ir 
be, that the Governments the Con- 
yocation ſpeaks of, and requires Obe- 
gience to, had nor attain'd ſuch a 
Right : bur inſtead of thar he runs on 
with a company of diſtin&ions about 
ligal, and learnedly ſhews how many 
ſeveral ways Powers may be ſaid to be 
{egal, And whar Is all that ro me, 
and to the purpoſe ? By legal Powers 
F underſiand what he underſtands by 
them, if he underſtands any thing by 
them, and that is legal Powers in op- 
poſition ro uſurped Powers. Uſurped 
Powers are ſuch as have no Right, le- 
gal Powers are ſuch as have a Right, 
as well a Right acquir'd, as by lineal 
deſcent, and ſuch Powers by the con- 
ſent of all mankird arc legal Powers, 
and Uſurpers the contrary. And the 
Door knows well enough this 1s my 
ſenſe, and hath quored ir roo but ewo 
or three ages before; bur the truth 
is, the PcRor is blunder'd for an An- 
ſwer 3 ai to avoid giving a clear and 


diſtivt Anſwer, falls a diſtinguiſhing 
to no purpoſe at all, and on prerence 
of truly ſtaring, confounds the Que- 
ſition, and runs from Ir, which is blun- 
dering with a witneſs. Has the Con- 
vocation any thing ro do with his di- 
filin&ſfons ? When they call the Roman 
Governors the lawful Magiſtrat:s of 
the Jews, do they mean lawfa/ by 
the law of Nature? And this I had be- 
fore mentioned ; and he will not di- 
realy anſwer, bur hides himſelf un- 
der diſtin&ions, and tells us fine things 
of a ſtate of nature when all men are 
free, and may diſpoſe of themſelves 
as they will, and of Conqueſt and a 
prevailing force, when they have the 
ſame liberty as in a fiate of nature. 
And what is all this to a King by Pro» 
vidence and to The Convocation book ? 
If the Do@or has a mind to pur the 
matter upon that iſſue, let him give 
his reaſons, and I will ſubmit ro them, 
or anſwer them. Bur for my part, I 
love to end one Controverſie before I 
begin another, and do not much care 
to be drawn from the matter in hand 
by impertinent Diftin&ions which are 
nothing to the purpoſe. Well ! but 
the Door tells us, That Legal ( a #t 
reſpeAs the Laws and Conſtitutions of a 
particular Nation or Kingdom ) # un- 
derftoo4 by all men, who underfland theme 
ſelves, in this controverſie of Legal Pow- 
ers, This is the reaſon of the diſtinfion 
between a King de jure and a King de 
facto ; a King de jure zs 4 rightful King 
by the Laws of the Land, a King de 
fatto whatever Right he may have us 
not rightfully and lawfully poſſeſs'd of the 
Crown, by the Laws of Succeſſion, proper 
to that Kingdom. And this (lays he} is 
all the myſtery I intended, That 1s to ſay, 
the Dottor hath writren two books to 
prove that a perſon who is not next 
Heir may be Krrg and have God's Au- 
thorky ; a wonderful diſcovery ! I had 
told him ſo over and over, and ſhew'd 
bio in what Caics, when a Righr was 
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acquir'd by Death, C:on, or Priſcri- 
ption. Bur this ir ſeems is blundering, 
ambiguous, and a man does not undere 
ſtan .i himſelf, But to ſay that the ſame 
thing is by the Conſent and Submiſſion 
of the People , this is very clear and 
diſtin, and the DoRor underſtands 
himſelf, tho no body elſe except ſome 
Commonweal:rhs men, are able to un- 
derftand ir, Bur this is nothing bur 
ſhifring the Queſtion, and the Door 
(Vl! warrant you) does not under- 
ftand the force of my Argumentz and 
yet he tells us here, Let ws ſee what 
Lega! Right and Title 0ur Author hath 
found for the Kings of the Aramires and 
the Moabites, and for the four Monarchzes, 
and that is the ſubmiſſion both of Prince 
end People, Very well, and why did 
not he give a dire& Anſwer to that ? 
Does the ſubmiſſion of the Prince and 
People make ſuch a Government a 
lezal Gevernment and no Uſurpation ? 
And the next Queſtion is, Had nor 
the Aramites, Moabites, Babylonians, 
and all rhe Governments the Convoct- 
tion juſtifie Obedience to, ſuch a Con. 
ſent and Submiſſion? and If they had 
then they were legal Kings and nor 
Uſurpers. Aud this was the ſubſtance 
of my Anſwer, and to which I had 
added for Confirmation, that rhe Con- 
vocation mentions but two Uſurpers 
( Athaliah and Antiochus) and juſtifies 
rhe Reſiſtance of them both. And 
what does the DoQor ay to this ? Wity 
firſt of all I am a bold Yndertaher, (e- 
condly *cs blundering and ambiguous, 
and laſt of all rhere are ſeverat (ences 
of Legal; and if thers were as many 
hundred ſeners of Legal what is that: ro 
the purpoſe? I uſe ir but in one ſenſe, 
and that is in oppolition to #ſurpation, 
and (o al] men elſe uſe ir, in rhe diſpure 
between legal aud uſurped Powers, whe- 
ther the Door thinks they underſtand 
themſelves or no. Bur here is a ttn- 
der point, the DoRor cannor deny ir, 
and yet fs unwilling eo own It; it 


would be ridiculous for a man that 
talks ſo much of the Conſent and Sub- 
miſſion of the Pesp!e, ro deny that the 
cubmiſſien of the Prince and 2:07 le ro 
gerher did not transfer a Right to the 
Government ; and if he ſhould own tr, 
then he muſt own likewiſe char all the 
Governments the Ccnvocation require 
Obedience to, had acquir'd ſuch a Righr, 
And therefore it was far bercer to 
make Diſtin&ions and ask Queſtions 
ro obſcure the buſineſs, than ro bring 
the plain matter in controverſfie on 
foot by a dire& and categorical At. 
(wer. Bur the DoRor tells me ſuc) /e- 


gal Rights as I have found for theſt Prins p, xg, 


ces will quickly tranſubſtantiate all Uſur- 
prd Powtrs into Legal Governments, Not 
all ſore, for I expreſly limit ir to the 
acquiſicion of Righe by the Death or 
Ccilion of the right Helr, and by Pre. 
ſcription : and it the DoRor pleaſe, I 
eXcept one, and he may prove it if 
he can, that is a Goyverament by the 
Conſent and Submiſſion of the People 
in oppoſition to the afual claims avd 
pretences of an undoubred rightful 
King ; which Is as dire&ly contrary to 
the Rights 1 have mention'd as the Do- 
Qor's thorough Settlement is to that 
of the Convocation. 

Mm anſwer to the Dodor's ſaying 
that the Kings of the Aramites and Mo- 
abites coul4 have no legal Right to the 
Government of Iſrael , I had (aid they 
had a legal Kight, if the Submiſſion of 
the Prince could transfer a ligal Right, 
which the Daftor ſaid it might be thought 


ts 40, Now the Door tells us 2// the p 
myſtery be intended was that That could * 


not be according to the Conſtitution of the 
Frwiſh Commonwealth, &c. And what 
then, Could it not be by the Submiſ- 
ſion of che Governors and People ? 
That was the thing which 1 aſſerted, 
and which the DoGor was to diſorove, 


Eur to this I made an Objefion, /f Poſilcript, 
it ot ſaid that God was at that time thtir P» 3 
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rrut be dad not, but the Text ſays txpriſly 
that God delivered them into their bands. 
This the Do@or (ſays made him ſmile, 
for I had farted an Objettion which 1 
knew not what to do with. And the At- 
(wer is «4 extravagant as the Objeflion, 
for ((ays he) be has found out ſomething 
wyich he thinks equivalent to God's Sub- 
miſſion to the Aramites and Moabltes, 
and that is, that God had delivered 
them into their hands, 771: then? Did 
Gol refign bis Government of Iſcacl #n- 
to the hands of the Aramites and Moa- 
bites, and quit bu Right and Claim to 
the Government of thim? Speftatum ad- 
miſh, — Let the Do&oi's friends 
ſmile as well as himſelf, Now 1 do 
not know whar force there may be in 
ſmiltrg, butT have ſeen that uſed when 
men have nothing to aniwer. And 
whether that be the caſe I ſ1all refer to 
the Reader. And here [ ſhall do two» 
things, 1. I ſhall vindicate the Anſwer 
I have given, and 2; Conſider what 
the Door offers to juſtifie the Sub- 
miſſion and Subje&ion of the Iſraelites 
to them. 

1. To vindicate the Anſwer: And 
the firſt rhing I have to obſerve is that 
there is no Incongreity In the Expreſ- 
ſion ( as ridiculous as the DoRor re- 
preſents it) to ſay that God may re- 
fign his immediare Government over 
a People as their policical King, This 
was done in fa& upon the ceaſing of 
the Theocvacy 1n the Kingdom of Zudah. 
Now in the preſent caſe the Text (ait 
expreſly that God delivered them into 
the bags of the Moabites and Aramites. 
And what docs that 1otimate, but that 
God had fo far parted with his imme- 
dlate Governmen: as their political 
King ? for if God was ar that time 
their polirica! King. how came the }/- 
ratlites to he the Sabj27r of theſe Rings? 
Migh: they transferr their Alleg. from 
God too, when he infified upon ht: 
Right to gorcrn chem ? But if God ap- 
pointed them (tor the puniſhment of 


their ſins) to be Subjefts ra thoſe Kings, 
and delivered them as ſuch into their 
hands, and the 1frat/ites knew that he 
did (o, it is plain that God fo far con» 
ſenced that they ſhould be their Sub- 
jets. And tho the DoRor wil! nor al- 
low that the preſumed conſent of the 
Prince GHgnifies any thing, I hope he 
will not think ſo of the expreſs con- 
ſent of God. Now the Convocation 
plainly z:ſTerrs that the Taeiites were 
the Subjects of theſe Kings, and the 
DoRor's Argument proceeds upon the 
ſuppoſition of ir. And the Queſtion 
is how they became {o ? Either God 
at that time was their policical Kings 
or he was not; if he was, Which way 
ſhould they become Subye(ts of ano- 
ther Prince ?. I doubr, for all his laugh- 
iag, it will puzzle the DoRor to give 
another account of jr. 1f God was nor 
their political King,then thoſe in whom 
the Right of the Government was, ro- 
gether with the Peopleghad ſubmitted, 
and had thereby made the Govern» 
ments of the /ramites and Moabites 0- 
ver them Legal Governments. But of this 
more preſently, 

2. To confider what the DoRor 
hath found our to juſtifie the Submiſ- 
fion of the Iſraelites and their beco- 
ming Subjeas* to theſe things, And 
here we are got into a field of Diſtin- 
{tions and nothing at all ro the purpoſe. 
And the DoRor will grant Legal Pow- 
trs may be underſtood in a larger Notis 
0n, and that may be ſaid to be legal wiich 
js agreeable to the Laws of Nature and 
Nations , and Suomifton may make aliga! 
King of him who according to the Laws 
of the Land (an be only King de fatto, 
And this he rells us is worth confedering, 
and then goes on. In 4 ſtate of Nature 
wherein we mult ſuppoſe all men free from 
any Government but that of Parerts, and 
ſo might give up the Government of thims 
ſelves to whom they pleaſed, &c. Bur 
what is this co the purpoſe ? Was that 
the Caſc of tie People of Zrae! whom 
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God himſelf had framed into a Com- 
monweal:h ? and eſpecially at ſuch 
times when he was thelr political King? 
Bur ((ays he) If we ſall into a ſtate of 
Nature and Lib:'ty again, or ſomething 
libe it, as in the caſe of a ntw prevailing 
force, when Prince and People are con- 
quer'd, for thin the Government 1s at an 
end, and they are as Much at liverty to 
ſubmit to a conquering Prin. te, 2s they were 
#n the ſtate of Nature, Now this is per- 
fettly a new Queftion, and I fee no 
reaſon to meddle with it; but if the 
Dottor is weary of his Hypotheſis as 
he hath laid jr, and will qvic it as 
not defenſible, and will fix the conrro- 
verſie upon this bot:om, he ſhall hear 
what Thave to fay tro ir, Bur the Uo- 
or (I ſuppoſe thinking ir nor much 
to the purpoſe) hath himſelf enlarg'd 
this point, And with reſpe& to pri- 
vate SubjrAs, he ſays, When upoy 4 vio- 
lent change of Government they are as 
much under the force and power of a new 
Prince, or 4 new Government a5 they 
could be unMer a conquering Prince, Force 
will juſtifie Submiſſion, and then it is the 
ſame thing from what quarter the force 
comes, And agreeable to this he 1ays, 
in matters of Government it js an una'te- 
rable Right of Nature to ſubmit to Force. 
And this is that which he glves as a 
Reaſon to juſtifie the Submiſſion of the 
Iſraelites to the Jramites and Moabites ; 
for Ic follyws, All men will grant that 
n0 bumane Laws and Conſtitutions are fo 
ſacred as the poſetive Laws of God, that 
Government and Polity which God him- 
ſerif preſcribed to the Children of Iſrael, 
which they were religiouſly bound to 6b- 
ſerve by wertue of thrir Covenant with 
God, which certainly was as ſacred as 
any oath, ,Now thoſe Laws did not ad- 
mit of the Authority and Gruernmeat of 
Strangers, bat exprefly forb 14 it, that ha4 
they choſe to be governed by any foreign 
Prince, tne; bad great!y ſprned in at + but 
this very Law, as ſacred as it was, gave 
way to niceſſety ; and whin thty were con» 
quer'd by the Aramitcs 67 Moanites, cr 


any other Nation, 3: was 10 fault to ſb 
mit to them. And if force would juſtifif 
this in the Iſraclites who bh44 Gs for 
their Kiigy, and were oblig 4 by thi” 
Covenant with him to accept of no fureigs 
Prince to gotern them, it-i#s bard if #t 
will not juſtifi: the Subjes of humaz? 
Governments (moſt of which were at pris 
ſrunded in mere force , whatever thir 
Oaths and Ob!izations b: to ſubmit to 4 
new and greater forc?. This Is the Do- 
Rors ſtare of the marter, and I (hall 
conſider it immediately. 

For the DoRor ſays, Thi giuts 4 ſuf» 
ficient Anſwer to what our Author adds 


zn the place laſt quoted, That God's be- Poſtſcript 
ing King of [-at! * wnld be an Argie p, 3 


© ment again(t tneir ſnbmiſſion; for the 
* Doctor tel's 5, thet where God enta:ts 
© the Crown, the Penple were nat to ſub 
© mit to any Hſup'r if the right Hur was 
* alive, a:d therefore much me where 
« God himſclf was their King, and 
© then ſure they mig\t lawfully reſiſt 
© thoſe Kings, whoſe Subje&s they 
© were not nor could be, and they 
© needed no eſpecial dire&ion to de- 
© ſtroy the Uſurpers, as Ahud did King 
« Eglon, but they mighr, nay they were 
© bound to do It, as 7ihoiada flew 
© Athaliah ; for I hope God's enrail is 
«not of greater force than his own 
© immediare Government. £<o that ei. 
< ther their Su>miſſiOn rransferr'd a 
© legal Right, or their Submiſſhon was 
© a fin, 


To this the DoRor replies, 79% vindic. 
looks lite ſomithing very aeep, bur it bs P. 1 5- 


ſo very a nothing, that 7 cannot deriſe 
what he woil4 be at © that is, becauſe 
the Door has nothing to ſay ro 17, 
For now he comes t9 another of his 
ſhifrs; juſt before inſtead &' giving a di- 
re& anſwer he brings a company of 
impertinen' Diſtini ns to bli2d the 
buſineſs, and ja the miſt drops the 
Queſtion , and now inſtead of zn- 
ſwering one Queſtion, falls ro a5king 
| know not how many. ld he prove 
that Got was nit the Kirg of If arl 

again 
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Ft the Scriptures ? Of it'd he prove 
# jifractiiccs 0 ent not to have ſub 
:itic4 to the Moahitcs, and. rave þ14 
all their Tiroats cut ? 6r Would he prove 
egain/t 11 Convocation that tity were not 
te Suojelts of King Eglon ? No, no, 
neirher fo, nor (0? And what now if 
airer all this buſtle rhe LoRor knew 
weil enough what I would ve ar: if 
ror, what does he mean by that which 
he ſays 1wmmediately before theſe 
words, And this (1. e, what he had 
ſaid before ) gives a ſujjicient Anſwer 
tn what our Author adds zn the place laſt 
gioted, VVell, the Dofor nas the beſt 
faculty at anſwering that ever was 
heard of; he can anſwer and give a 


LR 


ſſ1:4ent anſwer too, ro he does not 


know what, IT perceive underſtanding 
a Queſtion, and ar", ring, arc two 
things ; as for the unaerftanding what 
the Author would prove by theſe 
Words, the Dogor does not know 
whether the Author underflants that himte 
{:!f, and why ſhould the ['oGor un- 
derſtand another mans proofs better 
than himſclf, Bnt then for anſwering 
ler the Doftor alone, he can pive a 
ſuffici:nt Anſwer to it, let who wil 
underſtard it. Well, I do nor diſpute 
whether he underſtands jt or no, but 
{ a1 (ure he hh not anſwer'd It at 
2I', much leſs ſufficiently anſwer'd it 
2nd to gratifie him, I ſhall rell him 
what 1 meant by ir, and if it does 
nor ftare him full in the face, I ne- 
ver ſa'y the like on'c, The Door had 
found our a curious diſtinction of En- 
tails by God himſelf and Entalls by 
Providence ( the main pillar of his 
Eork, and 1f ir fails his whole Book 
fails '4ith it) by vertue of which he 
weuld perſuade us tat nothing can j- 


ſtifie Suamiſſron to an Aaſurper when the 


K'rgs Son was found, ro whom the 
kingdom did belong by a divine En- 
tat'; arid Suwyjects ave bound to adhere 
"cir Prince of God's chuſttg, when 
15 known, and to proſecute 2il U- 
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wit to thar Governmevt, But in other 
Kingdoms where God makes Kings 
and encaills the Crown by Providence, 
the placing a Prince jn the Throne, 
and {(erling him there in the full Ad- 
miniftration of the Governmenr, is a 
Reaſon to ſubmit to him as to Gods 
Ordinance and Miniſter ;, with reference 
to this I ſaid as above, and I think the 
conſequence is plain enough, tho the 
DoRor will not underſtand fir, if no- 
thing would juſtite the Submiſſion tc 
an Uſurper, when the Right Heir was 
alive and known, where God cnrails 
the Crown, then much more {9 where 
God himſelf was their King; and I 
would tein ſce a Reaſon why God's En- 
rail ſhould be of more force to oblige 
them to proſecute all Uſurpers to the 
urmoſt, and never ſubmir to them, 
than his own immediate Government. 
This I think is as cl:ar againſt the 
uſe the yoRor makes of this Dift1n- 
Ction as any thing can. be, and all his 
lictle ſhifts of rhe heir b242vg brown, of 


onointing him, and of I:1s actual Poſ- yingie. 


ſ-/7 will fignifie nothing here, with 
rcſpe& ro God's immediate Govern- 
menr, Lut this the D-:-Ror did nor 
underſtand, and therefore would give 
no Anſwer to fr, But 2ny man that 
conſiders the Anſwer he hath given 
will be apt to ſuſpc& that he did nor 
only underſtand jr, but underſtand al- 
ſo thzr there was no fence for ir, for 
jr hath made him perfectly alrcr the 
ſtate of the Queſtion, and utterly for- 
ſake his diſtinQion ; for he now tells 
vs roundly, they may ſubmir, z, e. be- 
colnes Subjects to force, That wy2lg 
the Iſraelites were under 0 Jortign force, 
but had liberty to live by their own Laws. 
thy were bound to mabe him thtty Prince 
en whom God had entaild the Crown 
wile they were utder force, they wignt 
ao as they could, and ſubmit tn the Cor- 
queror, which Submiſſron cold not give 
thiſe rſurpers 4 legal Right according to 
the L.iws and Conſtitutions of the Fewilh 
Commumwealth \ bit according to the Laws 
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of nature, wiich allow ſubmiſſion to a 
Conqueror, it did, Very well; then 
pray what becomes of N;zthzng £47 fur 
ſtifie the Submiſſion to an Uſurper when 
the Kings ſor was fond, and Subjet?'s 
are bound to aihire to their Prince of 
Goa's chuſingg when brown, ans to p'o- 
ſecnte all 1 ſurpr's to the utmoſt, and ne- 
wer ſubmit to thii” Government, I had 
thought thar n:thing and never would 
have excluded Force as well as any 
thing elſe, and I thought likewiſe that 
ſubmitting to Uſurpers, had not beer 
proſecuting them to the utmoſt, and mv 
ſubmmttivg to their Government 5, and 1 
defire the DoQor in his next to ſhew 
me how to reconcile them, 

Bur to leave the Dottor to reconcile 
his ContradiG6ions as well as he can, 
ler us a little conſider 11s new ſtate, 
the ſum of which is, That Force wil 
quſtifie Submiſſion from what quarter 0» 
ever Z: comes 5 ibat in matters of Govtern- 
ment it is an analtevable Right of Nature 
to ſubmit to force; t92t Force juſtified 
the Submiſſion of the Viraclitcs the they 
ba1 G34 for thr King, ana tho they 
were obiig*d by their Covincnt with hin 
not to acctht ſuch Kings to govern them; 
and that by parity of reaſon, it wid 
quſtifs the SubjefTs of bumare Governments 
whatever their Ocths and Oviigations be. 
Now. from hence I haye theſe things 
ro obſerve. 

3. That this fs nothing to his Fij- 
p3thefis ; for what ts ſibmi:ring ro force 
ro a providential Kirg, a»d God's 
Authority? Is all Force God's Autho. 
rity? and may it claim a diviae Right 
to Obedience? &c. This therefore is 
a new Hypotheſis ſet up to anſwer Ob- 
jze&ions, which were made 2gainſt che 
old cone, and which that would nor 
do, Bur If poſfible, *ti's more cxtr2- 
vagant and dangerous than that : for, 

2, This makes Force the ſupreme 
Rule of Riphr and Wrong, of Good 
and Evil : it i--wers inen to jorn 
with, and become Parties to what 
they kngw to be wrong, and to reliil 


to the uttermoſt what they know ta 
be right, Ir cancels and d:{\-!yes the 
moſt ſacred Obiigations, and warrants 
the entrjng into other Chligarions 17 
dire& oppoſition and contradittion to 
what they ftand in the moſt holy and 
ſolemn manner bound to God and 
Man. For by Submiſſion to Fire? the 
Door does not mean 4 patlive Sulz- 
mifſinn (wiiich no body difpures) bu: 
an acive concurrence and conjung&ion 
with ir, to own and ſupport it, to be- 
come <Subjetts to ir, and ſwear an 
Oath of Alleg. ro deferd it againſt all 
men. Naw this is the fingle Qyelit- 
on, Wy1ll all the Force itn the wor!d 
juſtifie the matnraining and defending 
ic againſt Right? The DaGQtor hath an 
inſtance, 1f we hpren to fill into th: 
hands of Thieves and Robbers, wire ths 
Government can't proteft 114, we may vity 
innocently for our own preſervation promiſe 
and ſwear to them (uch things as art 
againſt the Laws of th?! Lani, and which 
it would be unlawful for ts to do in other 
circumitancts. Very well! Bur may we 
by vertue of 5-ing under ſuch force,2nd 
for our own preſervation, (wear to jova 
our ſelves to them to uphold and (up. 
port them to ovr Powrr, to ſecure to 
them their unjuſt gotten Goods againit 
the Pretetices and Profecutions of the 
right owner, ard to affit them +9 per 
more, Theſe things I doubr, Force 
and Self-preſcrvation, wil! no: juſtifo, 
And therefore the Cafe of the 75 2- 
elitrs under the dramitis ard Mah rtey, 
does not come up to the Queſtion, 
Whoſe Rights did they oppofe ? Whar 
Injury did they do to a third Perfon 2 
and What hinder'd but they might 
make a deditjon cf chemſelves ? There 
was peither Oaths, nor Clatms, nc 
Ticles in their way to Finicr tem: 
and what Force would inf ite in rfom 
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v"tut of thitr Covenant with Grd, whith 
was as ſacred as ary oath, And how 
docs he prove this? Theſe Laws did not 
envitt of the-Giumment and Authority of 
Strangers, out exprefly forbid it, Burt 


- Liar | tink 153 a mijtakeg There is 4 


| av indeed thar obliged them not to {et 
a Stranger over them, Bur that I think 
was a temporary Law, and had an im- 
med1are reſpe to the change of their 
Government, when they were to have 
a King hike other Nations, and did nct 
r. ipe&t the t1mes before nor after; 
for the Tex: ſ-ys they hail ſer him 
King cver them whon: the Lord thy 
Go4 ſhall chooſe, which reſpe&s God's 
expreſs Nom-nation : and che plain 
mcanirg ſeems to bz, When they 
liould come to defire a King like 0- 
ther Notions, and the ſtate of their 
Government ſhould be chang'd, they 
ſhould rake ſuch a King as God ſhould 
appoint, and one cf their Brethren, 
Eur tluppoſe t!.1s was a ſtanding Law, 
it makes no difference as to the pre- 
ſent matrer ; for what if by their Laws 
they could not chooſe a King that was 
a Foreigner, might they not therefore 
ſubmic ro ſuch a King, when there is 
no wrong done ? The cruth is, by that 
Law th: y were oblig'd not to chooſe 
a King at ail, bur to take lijm whom 
the Lord ſhall chooſe, They had no 
more to do to fer up one of their 
Erethren, than they hed to fer up a 
Foreigner, The |'o&or weuld limir 
this Law to Strangers ovly. and ſays, 
Had they choſe to be governed Ly ary f6- 
reagn Prince, thiy bat greatly fanned in it, 
whereas it was the very ſame with re- 
ſpc& of their Bretiiren 3 an4 hed they 
of rhemſclves cl.o's one of their Ere- 
thren to govern them, as in the caſe 
of Gidtor, they had likewiſe greatly 
ſinned, $ rhat the plain inrention of 
that Law was to forbid them makirg 
2 King of their own heads; and the 
mention of their Brethren ſecms ct- 
ther to prevent th. ir hankering afrer 
the Kings of the Nations, or to ſhew 


char God intended to (et over them 2 
King of their own Brethren ; but does 
not at all concern their Submiſſhon 10 
other Princes, cither when they had 
no King (as was the Caſe of the iſr2- 
elites under the Aramites and Moabites) 
or when their own King of God's (et- 
ting up had himſelf ſubmitred to fg- 
reign Force, when it was lawful for 
them ſo to do: and the DoRor him- 
ſelf tells us, The Fews were not furbid by 
the ſtanding Law of the Kingdom to 


ſubmit to Athaliah while He was pofſe(s'd 


of the Throne, and Joaſh conceai'd. And 
I wonder where is the conſequznce ? 
God forbids them to chuſe a King of 
their own heads, therefore they muſt 
not ſub>mir to another Prince when 
they have no King, or when the King 
of God's chuſing hath himſelf ſubmit. 
red, It had been a little more perct- 
nent to the Do&or's purpoſe, if he 
could but have prov'd It, to have ur- 
ged, that when God had given them 2 
King, and they were under an Uſur- 
per, That Force would have juſtified 
their deſerting their King of Gads 
chooſing, and engaging to majnrain 
and defend the poſleiſion of the Uſur- 
per againſt him. The Door adds, 
If Force would juſtifie this in the Iſra- 
elites, who had God for their King, and 
were oblig'd by their Covenant with him, 
to accept of no foreign Prince to govern 
them, Now this I take to be ſtrange 
Dc&rine : for as the Door hath ſta- 
ted the marrer with reſpe& to the 
Submiſſion of the 1ſraelztes, it contains 
this admirable Propoſition, Thar Force 
will diſengage Men from their Cove- 
nant with God, and juſtifie them to 
covenant direaly and expreſly againſt 
jr. For if by vertue of their Covenant 
with God they were o"lig'd to accept 
of no foreign Prince to govern them, 
yer when they were under the power 
of ſuch a Prince, they might covenant 
with him to ſtand by him and main- 
rain him againſt all Oppoſers (which 
is the import of ſwearing to him, and 

Becoming 
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becoming his Subjects) then by virtue 
of iorce they may make new Covenants 
of themſelves, in direct opp-»tition to 
the Covenant they itand in to God. And 
lo I perceive, that the Covenants God 
makes with his People, are no better 
than Oaths of Allegiance ; the Dr. in 
the next Page asks me a curious Que- 
ſtion,vould be prove that the Iſrachtes 
/ A »/ ' 
0:1241t not to have ſubmitted to the Mo- 
abites, but have had all their throats 
cut ly a vain oppnjition 2 No by no 
means ſure ! let them firſt break theft 
Covenant with God, and a thouſand 
Oaths rather thin have their Throats 
Caf, 

3. This makes the Drs. dittinCtion of 
Divine Entails and Humane Entails ot 
Crowns vain and trivo'ous ; and in truth 
no ditkinction at all upon the account 
for which he uſeth it. For it men may 
become Subjects to force notwithitand- 
ing one Entail, as well as the other 
where is the difference 2 what the Dr. 
ſays here with reſp2&t to Gods Entail, 
is the ve:y ſame as to Hymane Entails, 
while the liraelites were under no fo- 
reign force, but had liberty ts live by 
their own Lats, they were bound to 
make him their Prince, ou whom God 

1d entail'd the Crorn., And this it 
nd, is the utmoſt of the bufineſs, and 
then whit do Divine Entails fgnifie 
more than humane Entails * The Dr. 
owns over and over, that Subjects un- 
der no torce are alſo bound to make 
him their Prince, on whom the Laws 
of the Land have entail'd the Crown : 
So that for any thing I can ſee men are 
oblig d to, and difoblig'd from both up- 
on the ſame reaſon, tor without force, 
both are oblig'd, ard force diflolves the 
obligation let the Entails be made by 
whom they will, the Dr. ſays expreſly 
in ſuch a Caſe, #0 en:14! tha made by 
God lm ef COHLU bind them And tat 
I think 1s as much as the De. humfelt can 
fav of a Humane Entai!. 


3+ Thys 15 ireecon. ugh; with the Do- 


tors Argument, of the depoling Arhice 
l:al and ſetting up Joſh, and indeed 
if this Doctrine be true, 'tis impoſſible 
to give any juſtihable account o: it. 
Was not Ze/nrada an the Subjects of 
Fud ih under force all the fix years of 
A:/altah's Uſurpation ? it not, what 
can be faid tor Fehozada and the relt, 
tor not doing their du'y when they were 
at liberty, and as the DaCtor ſays, were 
bound to make him their Kings on whom 
God entail'd the Crown, it they were 
under torce, then they nught become 
Subjects to her, [and the Vottor intt« 
mates that they did and ought to be ju- 
{titied in it) and might ſwear to her, 
an:! tye themſelves as fait as ſhe pleaſed ; 
for thc Doctor ſays in Caſes of force, 
God's entail did not bind them. But 
then how came they, and (as the Do- 
Ctor lays) upon the account of that en- 
tail too, to let up Foaſh and flay Atha- 
lah 2 why truely, I doubt that 1s not a 
fair Queition, and the Doctor cannot 
anſwer 1t without contraditting himſelf 
again, And this he does as plain as 
words can do it ; for he tells us, The 
manifeſt difference between Kings ſet 


up by Divine Providence, in tle Kings Vindic. 
dems of Jadah and Iirael, ſubjet to a P: 35: 


D:vine nommation and entail, and 
Kings ſet up by Divine Providence in 
other Kingdoms : The firſt may be 
and are depos'd, when ever God nomi- 
nates a new King, or the Right Heir 
appears ; tho they had all the Rights 
and Settlement of the Regal Power be- 
fore, But then what becomes of force, 
or how does that take off the binding 
power of God's entails, 1t atloon as the 
Rig: Her appear, fuch a Perſon who 
poliels'd by force 1s depos'd, and as the 
Doctor lays, /inks into tlie tta:e of 4 
Subject. 
pretty hutnefſs, firit force makes the 
D:i 4110 entatl not bin ling, and ten the 
D. vin? Entail makes force not binding, 
1 fo they alternately vacate each othe:, 
rang 48 the Dr, hath occalion. But 
to 


Why truely here 1s a veryP. 2 


/ 


\ 


to do the DoCtor Right, he is here a 
little more contitte: ent, and he Ukes for, 

a little better tha to part with it fo, {or 
he tcils us, God | , 


ba 
As enitar's a 2//Pavys OL 77 Fo 4 


th: Jews when they had POWEer CNON2n 
to take the King on whom God 1:44 012 
td the Crown, which was evidently 
ether Calc when Jehoiada anointed 
Joaſh, and fem Athaliah, bat 10100 £102) 


were under torce (75 under th? Baby- 
lomans, & Tc.) no entail tho made by 
God [imſe.f could bind we lo that 
force 15 the buſineſs 1l1ll, and then the 
Ci 
fr pation wates Gods Entzil not 
binding. and force on the t:52 of Go:!s 
Entail wakes Ufarnhtion ot bindins 
And fy the People either have, or tiicy 
have not obligations to $97 s Entor.os 
'o V/ Yr pation «CCOT m7 as they 
power ; it they are not able to fight 
with him, and kill him the Uturper 
1s their King, and they are his Subjects, 
but 1t they are, then the Right Hew by 
God's Entail is their King, and they are 
19 bodies Subjects but his. An admi- 
rab'e Scheme of Government and Obe- 
Gience ; Men may talk what they will 
) Divine Entails, and Covenants with 
God. and Rights, and Conſcience 3 
but *tis all but words, for force is the 
{um Tota!, and Covernment 1s nothing 
elſe. It makes1t a duty to obey the Co- 
venant with God, and it makesit law- 
ful to break it, it makes Divine Entails 
bindirg, and it makes them ceaſe to 
bind. And it ſeems this Brutal Princi- 
ple of force 1s the Rule of the World, 
and of Conſcience too, and Laws, and 
Oaths, Entarils and Covenants with 
God vary their obligation, ard either 
bind or not bird, either bind for, or 
agam!t them, as they are back*d with 
and accerd.ng to the variition 


power, 
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17es run thus, force on the ſide of 


J 
2 


knowleagment of theſe in whom the 
| : Well, [ G0 mean ſo, but that A; Cw. } 


not all 4 Bean, for I ſay | joyin' with 


the confent and ſubmidion of the Peo+ 
ple ; ar. e's there etore, I except againlt 
the Doctors 1: ay tation, uu is to 
ſay, ton  Jabps 200 of ' the People do's 
201 a Les. ! Regie, but the ſubs 


1niſſion 5 7 King « does ; whereas I 
had joyn'd them both tog reth er. 

[wer to this, as the Doctor calls 
has five Queſtions to ask, aid it 
W's it be er-0: igh to obſcrve here, that 
2 dos $ not deny it, nor do any nor all 
t his Qeltions imply. a dental of it, 


tie matter 18 platn before __ does 
i ich aſa! 1mmifion and acktowledement 
os ceant People give a Leo, 1 Right, 
or Goes it not ? 1f it does, 'tis a ' much 
as i con.cnd tor, 1t not tet hun diſprove 
«2 « thi s would bring the *matter 


11'0 cloſe difpute, but the Doctor dtd 
not care for that z he tound where the 
ſhooe pinch'd, and ſaw he could no: de- 
ny it, and it he own'd it, then ke matt 
have prov'd, theſe Governments 
to which the Convoc. ition fay Obedience 
is due,had not (auch a ſfubmititon, which 
he could not do neither ; and theres 
fore inſtead of giving a direct anſwer, 
he leads his reader about, and througP 
a maze of Queſtions, to cloud and co- 
ver the detect of a plain and pertinent 
Anſwer. Ard in truth to lead us quite 
befide the Queltion, as we ſhall fee in 
con'\idering the particulars; The plain 
Queſtion between us,ts, whether the ſub- 
mitlion of the Prince and People gives 
a Leg.'! Right 2 To which the Doctor 
_ 

. In the firſt place I deſire to know 
tr bo ſubrnſſion of the King that t, 


Y 
fi if 


that gives a Le gal | Right 7 Chat 1s to 
[1y, tic Doctor deft es tO mai a ew 


Oneſtion of it ; for whether ſubmition 
| '-ht, and what that fub- 
is that des it are different One- 
fuppoie men ſhould ditter 1n 
qs to the nature, dees, or 

forms 


13 
£ 


Vigdic. 
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>refore follow, that fubm'iiiion t* felt 
does not pive J Right, becm'e all men 
are not fatisec as to the kind or depree 
of ſubmuiton ; this 1s an « | 
arguing to deny 1 the thing, becauſe we 
are not agreed ut the M-dus. Gat 
ſince the Doc "oy 1 5 for: asking of Qu 
on s, he will give me lea 
; - He ays, tina t th of bmiſſion of t 128 
Pe, Pt ble oves a I 22 r/ & » Ove lience, t/ 
not a Lt: al K | 1G 1 del ire to KNOW 
what fu rien « o% he People that 1s 
that gives fach a Right ? is it a formal 
Recognition by the States and Repre- 
ſentatives > why poſſibly that may do 
ſomething where there are ſuch States 
and Repreſentatives: But what ſubmif- 
fon 1s that where are none,as there were 
not in the Eaſtern Countries (and a- 
bout which is the preſent Queſtion) I 
ſuppoſe a Parliament was not call'd in 


Ve to 45K ht m 


Fudge, nor the Sanhedrim neither (it 


there were then any ſuch Conſtitution) 
to make a formal (urrender of them- 
ſelves to N b:c adne TJAar, The yer af- 
terw arcls to the Romans. e Do *For 


intitts muca vpon the Cuban 110n of 


$S+ » 


Faddus, wn” G@& it were true) what 
Convention of the People was there re- 
preſenting the Nation tha it formally (ab- 
mitted to . dlexanaer * 
and the Prieſts, and perhaps theſe at Ze- 
ruſalem; and what is all thus to the great 
_—_ of the Nation 2 whnch the Doctor 
makes necellary to a Settlement, wly 
truely nothing, : at all oft this, and what 
then 1s that ſaubmilizon of the People, 
that gives a Rig] tt to obedience ? even a 
tacit ſubmiifion under force. And me- 
thinks a man that 15 ſo very eahſte to his 
own Principles, as to ad m_ any thing 
that makes for them, ſhould not pre- 
fill of asking Gur ſtions, what 15 

tnat tab lion of the King, as it it 
and eſpecially, 


s kad to be found, 
as potlible; 


hen he y, 15 10 Ge it as ea {1 


z 


te People unger force gives a Right to 
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Faddus himſelf 


ang 1ypu 'd fiin know it Cabmition of 


obe tence, wiry fikmiiion oft Prince 
under the fame force dos not river Lee 
gal Ripht? whit need 5 there of any 
forn nal | Re el:gn tion of tic Princes,more 
thin there is of a forma! {ubmitizion ag 
the People. A confent certainly is fuf- 
ticient ; : 


know any Reaſon, but it is the fame in 

reſpect of ti ie Pri, ce. For at 
BS enmnſent £20 EX wrted 
as a! Moralitis a/low ſuch a mixt choice 
and c/:tJion tobe, Ani (o the Doctor 
hath anſwered lis own Qu: tion : I con- 
fefs there is a greit d-al more in this 
Queltion, and which needs not now 
be miiſted on; Lawyers $and Cafuiits have 
pretty clearly determin'd this point, but 
I ſee no necellity yet of  divit ng any far- 
ther mto it. For there 1s no diſpute 
that claiming and i(itting upon Right 
is no ſubmi:iion. The Doctor indeed 
talks a little odiy of it, as we ſhall tce 
preſently ; in the mean tine he asks 4- 
gain, i ſwearing Allezz.ance - [ubmiſ« 
ſion and ackuwl. do) ment 7 l anſwer, 


—q or elſe . is ve = hard to know 
Wit - t 1s: Bat e Vo. hat h 
an objetion to this, rhit becams then 


of th; Right of the ITwye of 'Y, rK,Ghen 
ti? Ditze of York /wore A leg: ance to 
Henry LV. (Henry Vi. ze frond be) 1 
Is g0c into the unrea'onatl; nels or . a 
new ſeparat n (A Book heretotorc 
deſpiſed by him for the weaknels of its 


L, 


reaſoning) But when does he mean, 


Due Of tor '$ {we ings belore, Or at 
the 2yreement between him and Hers 
it belore it did not prejudice bis Right 


tor he had then no vigble Right, bu 

was in the quality and concition of a 

Subject. ad lo acted, and foourhkt to 

act ; ayd when his Title came on toot, 

the Title to the Crown was difputa's! 
and he put in his cl .m. a4 made ! 
rliament ſudpes, nd til! Is 1 

cl:ard by thote h- app2il'd to, | 

n the quali'y of a Sub; l 

Cuties of a Sub!o t were : Vent on 


d the Do:tor hith told us in Vindic., 
[ect of tze People, and I do not P- 13- 
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Lim ; if after, or at the agreetent it 
did prejudice his Right fo far as the 7 
greeme:t extended, and he had fo far 
parted with his Right, and had mad? 
lumſelf by his voluntary at K. Henry's 
Subject, and ow'd him Allegiance du- 
ring his lite, and K. Henry had fo far a 
Legal Title, 

Thenext isa very pretty Queſtion, I; 
veeldang eo force, and power, quitting 
£18 acmiit/rr ati gh the Government, 
and (raving the Throne, tho with an 
antenti” to recier 1t again, when 
he cau a ſubmiſſion? If at be, aves 
not a Kiig ſo far ſubmit when he 
leaves his Country, without any Legal 
Authority of Government, and leaves 
his Perple m the hands of a prevail- 
2ng Prince * Theie are ſhrewd Que- 
itons, and 1t the Doctor had pleas'd, he 
might have ask'd whether the Duke of 
$avoz had not ſulxnitted to the French 
King, when he 1s actually at war with 
lum, for the recovery ot i's Right ? he 


miglit as well have asked whether fly- 


1g trot at Enemy, or fighting with 
[:117, he not ſubmitting to him ? And 
therefore, in anſwer I ſhall only tell him, 
th:t 't1s every jot as good a ſubmiſſion, 
33 tlie Doctor's notion of a Settlement 
'5 a Settlement, 7z. e.'tis none at all. But 
( lays he) zf nothens be a ſubmiſſion, 
but cenouncing his Right, and making 
a formal reſignation and conveyance of 
power ; that is, I ſuppoſe, under hand 
ind ſeal. and before ſufficient witnetles. 
But what now, 1f nothing of that -be 
neceſſary * what if a virtual Reſignation 
be ſufficient - When the King of Sparn 
treated with the united Provinces as a 
Sovereign State ; all the World were 
{fatisfied, that that was a Ceflion ; and 
io 1s the ſubmitting to be a Subject, or 
otier equivalent acts, tho there be ro 
tcormal conveyance of Power. And 
now the DoCtcr dejires ro hnow how the 
Author mill prove, that the lr:elites 
*hus /e:bnztted ro the Aramites, Moa- 
Lites, or Babylonians, I tell Iim, I 


will not prove thit they made a formal 
Relignation. And there is ro ned to 
prove the other, tor they actually be- 
came their Subjects ; nay, tne Doctor 
ſays, what other ſubmiſſion they made 


but Fri bare yie ding r ) force and t viper, Vindic. 
and that proves 1t too, for he tells us, Þ* 13+ 


that u awvluntary conſent, the extort- 
ed by force, as all Mor «liſts al'ow ſrich 

a mixt choice and eleflion to be 
2. The next maia Queition the 
Doctor asks 18, Can the ſubmiſſion of 
tre King give a Lezal Ragiit ro the 
Crown, without the ſubmiſſion of the 
People * I had told him no, but both 
together, and what then ; zf noe (lays 
he.) it ſeems the People may have ſome 
Reght, rf not to the Government, yet 
to give away the Government of thems- 
ſelves. Some Right ? no doubt of it, 
the Prince cannot give the Government 
of the People to whom he pleaſe with- 
out their own conſent ? and theretore 
what? The People may pive it away 
without his conſent ? that I think will 
hardly follow ; the People have ſome 
Right, but have they all? and to be 
ſure they can giye away no more Right 
than they have ; and what is their Right, 
they have a Right not to-be diſpos'd of 
to any Prince beſides their own, with- 
out their own confent. But have they 
any Right to throw off their own King 
and take another ? yes, ſays he, zf toe 
conſent and ſubmiſſion of a People can 
make a King when they have none, why 
can it not do ſo, when they are under 
a new force and power, which n the 
ſame ſtate, as if they had wo King ? 
that is becauſe when they are free, and 
have no King, they may make one; 
therefore when they are not tree, and 
when they have a King, they may make 
another King. This 1s a pure conle- 
quence, the reaſon why they may make 
a Kino when they have none, 1s becauſe 
the power is then in them, a:d they 
may delegate it, or diſpoſe 1t as they 
p!caſe, or they may take 1t themlebres 
but 


. (2n / 


but the Queſtion is, whether they can 
give it when they have it not ; and the 
being under force is pretty odd reaſon 
that they have it : But faith he, #t # the 
Jame ſtate, as if they had no King z 
not quite the ſame ſtate ſure, for it 
they hid no King the Sovereign Power 
was 1fT them, and then they might give 
It away, becauſe they would give away 
no more than their own. 

3. His next Queftion is, Can't every 
Private man, or any City or Garriſon, 
when they are over-powered ard cannot 
be relieved by their Prince, ſubmit for 
themſelves to the Conqueror, irithout 
the ſubmiſſion of their Kings ? 1 pray 
mark the conſequence, and therefore 
the ſubmiſſion of the Prince and People 
does not give a Legal Right ; for that 
was the thing the Doctor was to prove 
here ; but inſtead of that, he asks ano- 
ther Queſtion, do they noe by ſuch ſub- 
maſſion, according to the Lams of Na- 
tions, become the Subjes of the Con- 
querar till they are retaken ? Now 


theſe the DoCtor takes for granted, and 


proceeds upon it, and draws a conclu- 
ſion from thence, that therefore a whole 
Nation may do fo, but for all that there 
is nothing more extravagant, and no 
man believes it. Does a private man 
when he is taken Priſoner, or a Garri- 
fon of men when they are overpowered 
and taken, forthwith become the Sub- 
jects to the Conqueror ? all the World 
knows the contrary when a Garriſon is 
taken, the Walls and Bulwarks are the 
Conquerors ; but the men are his Pri- 
ſoners, and not his Subjedts. But it 
ſeems according to the Dr. Men are 
taken like Beaits, n:y like the wildett 
fort ( fer nature) the property fol- 
lows the PoſſetlTion : But every Soldier 
can teach him a better Doctrine ; In 
the Wars heretofore, and even in thoſe 
now m the World, how few in{tances , 
are theſe of the Subjects of one Prince 
(1 except Soldiers of fortune not Sub- 
xts) who when taken Priſoners have 


liſted themſelves, and taken pay under 
the enemy, and aCtually fought againſt 
their own King and Mailer. Some ſuch 
Renegadoes there have heen ; but they 
have always been branded with Infamy, 
and if retaken are ſure to pay for it + 
for to treat ſuch perfidious violators of 
their Faith and Honour, as the worſt 
of enemies, has been the practice of all 
Princes and all Nations. And yet the 
Dr. in this caſe appeals to the Law of 
Nations; by which, he tells us before, 
he means general practice and uſage : 
I am content to let that decide the 
point ; and if a Soldier changing fides 
/upon his being taken) and taking pay 
under the enemy againſt his own King, 
be in the eſtimate of the World perfidi- 
ous toa high degree, and a man of nv 
honour ; then the Doctor's Principles 
(maintaining he may do ſo} are neither 
Principles of Honour, nor Conſcience. 

4. He has another Queſtion, Has 4 
Nation no right when the King is 
gone, to preſerve them/elves by making 
the beſt terms they can with the new 
powers ? yes, no doubt the belt terms 
they can honeſtly. But where is the 
conſequence again, and therefore the 
ſubmiffion of the Prince and People 
cannot give a Legal Right; he tells us 
his Queſtions are in an{wer to that. 

5. His next 1s a very pleaſant Que- 
tion, For what will our Auther ſay to 
the ſubmiſſion of Jaddus and the Jews 
to Alexander, while Darius was /1v1n7. 
Now the Dr. knows well enongh,I have 
ſaid more to it than he hath anſwer'd, or 
than he will anſwer in ha{t ; and he 
tells us, he will not engape 11 the Quar- 
rel, but aſſigns me over to a more learn- 
ed anſwerer, and yet a*ks me what I 
w:[l ſay to it. This is extraordinary , 
and I muſt confeſs a very dextrous way 
of anſwering. But however, what re 
lates to the caſe of Faddnus I ſhill exa- 
mine it altogether, ard when 1 come t9 
con{;der the Vandicarer of Foſepinin, | 
ſhall not forget what the Dr. oticrs 'n 
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thit cafe, that the Vindicator does not 
mention, and that is but very little. 

Tie next thing is the Caſe of Fooſh 
and Athaiah, the ftory of which 1n 
the Convocation the Dr. repeats at Iirge, 
and thither I refe: the Reader, not 
thinking it necellary to tranſcribe 1t. 

My 4rgument from thence, which 
the Dr. cites truely was this; * It 18 plain 
*the Convocation does not Conceive, 
* that the injoyment of the Crown with 
* all its dignities, &c. 1s that thorough 
© Settlement to which 1s due fubjection 
* and obedience as to God's Authority. 
* Athaliah perſonally injoyed the Crown 
* with all its dignitics, &c. and all places 
* of trutt and power, &c. were in her 
* hands and at her diſpoſal {which was 
the very account the Author I diſpu. 
ted againſt had given of a tharough Set. 
tlement) © and this for no lels a time 
* than fix years, and in as tull and am- 
*ple a manner, as any Uſurper or any 
* Rightful King ever injoy'd them ; but 
* for all that the Convocation 1s ſo tar 
* from urging obedience tc her, as to 
*God's Authority, that they exprefly 
* jultihe the reſiſting, nay the flaying 
* her. And this isa clear demonſtration, 
*that by a thorough Settlement, the 
* Convocation does not mean a full poſ- 
© ſeflton of power meerly, tor they ſay 
* when a Government is fully ſetled, it 
* ought to be obey'd as God's Authori- 
ity, not only for fear, but alſo for Con- 
* ſcience ſake ; but they fay alſo, that 
* when A+thaltah was tully pollefled, 5he 
* onght not to be obey'd, but to be re- 
© ited and (lain: And the conclution 
* from theſe premiſes 1s, that to he fully 
© poffetled of the Throne, 1s not of 1t 
{ {elf to be fo throughly fetled as to 
© make it God's Authority, and obe1- 
© ence to become a duty. 

To this the Dr. anſwers: Now zt were 
ſufficrent to 0. /erve here, that he has 
not 2wven the true notion of a full and 
fetled poſſeſſion. That 1s. I had not 
(1d that dihalab was ietled on 4s 


Thron?, according to the Convocations 
ſenſe of a Settlement, and I wonder 

how I ſhould, when I had exprefly a{- 
ſerted the contrary, and the detign of 
the Argument is to prove it ; but for 
all that the Dr. is refoly'd to make me 

ſay it, whether I will orno ; af ac- 

cordingly he goes to prove againit me, 
that the Convocation [ays not one word 

of the thorough Settlement of Athalt- 

al in the Ti:rone, but if we may learn 

the ſenſe of the Convocation (as this 
Author concludes we may) from Biſhop 

Buckeridge, they did not think her ſet- 
led inthe Throne ; v&y Right, and did 
not I fay ſo? And I thought I had giv- 
en a pood reaſon tor it. But then I 
wonder what makes the Dr. ſay, t-1s 
hi whole Argument 1 loſt, that 1s, it 
is loſt, becauſe the Dr. hath proy'd it. 
But I doubt his Argument 15 loſt, tor 
he atlerts, chat the Poſſeſſion of the 
Throne, and the ſubmiſſion of the Peo- 
ple makes a thorough Settlement. And 
tho I do not ſay, that the People of 
Judah fabmitted (in ſuch a ſenſe as to 
become Subjects) to Athaliah ; yet the 
Dr. ſays it, and ſays they ought to be 
juſtified in it. But then, 1t notwith- 
ſtanding Athal:abs Poſlettion of the 
Throne, and the Peoples ſubmifſion to 
her ; 'The Convocation ſays not a word 
of her thorough Settlement , nor did 
think her fetled on the Throne: It 1s 
as plain as the Sun, that by a thorough 
Settlement ; they did not mean the 
Poſſeſſion of the Throne, and the fub- 
mitfion of the People ; for according 
tO the Dr. A:balrah had both, and yet 
the Convocation did not think her fet- 
led; and therefore there muit be ſome- 
thing elſe go to a thorough Settlement, 
and the Dr. may try his skill, if he can 

find any thing betides the acquiſition of 

eKzoht. And thus the Drs. Argument 
x5 loſt, if to have it perfectly contuted 

from his own words, 1s to have 1t loit. 

But no matter for that, let the Drs. Are 

gument ſutter never ſo much by H 
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he will have me ſay, that Athalzah was 
throughly (etled, and makes me believe 
he does me a great kindneſs to admit it, 
for ſays he, to gratafie our Author, let 
ws ſuppoſe the Convocation did own 
Athaliah to have been as throvghiy ſet- 
led in the Throne ; and a little after he 
tells me, I will ſuppoſe, that Athaliah 
was throughly ſetled in the Throne ; 
whereas I ſuppoſe and prove the clean 
contrary, and it to ſuppoſe that Atha- 
liah was not throughly (etled, be to {up- 
poſe She was throughly ſetled, then I 
do ſuppoſe it, - but the Dr. I thank him, 
has a mind to make me to contradict 
my ſelf,as faſt as he contradicts himſelf. 
But the Dr. gives areaſon,why I have 
not given the true notion of a full and 
ſetled Poſſeflion, for (faith he) he hath 
left out the principal part of it, as I 
ſtate it , when the Eſtates of the 
Realm, and the great body of the Na- 
tx0n has ſubmitted to ſuch a Prance. 
Now it is true I have left it out, and 
how ſhould the Dr. expect I ſhould do 
otherwiſe; for he knows 1 da not be» 
lieve that 1s the true notion of a Settle- 
ment ; and Ido not believe that the Dr. 
can prove that it is: But I ſuppoſe the 
Dr. means, that becauſe I ſaid that Atha- 
liah was tully poſſefled of the Throne, 
and did not ſay likewiſe , that the 
Eitates of the Realm and the great Bo- 
dy of the Nition fubmitted to her ; 
theretore my Argument does not attect 
him. And what the Convocation fays 
of depoſing and flaying Athaizah, does 
not relate to a fetled Government ; ex- 
cept it appears , that according to the 
Drs. notion of it, the Eſtates of the 
Realm, &c. had ſubmitted to ker; and 
therefore a ſetled Government may have 
God's Authority,and oughtto be obey'd, 
tho Athaliab had not God's Authority 
and might be depos'd, becauſe ſhe was 
not ſetled according to the Drs. account, 
by the ſubmitlion of the Eltates of the 
Realm, &c. This I take to be his mean- 
ing, tho he has not expreſs'd it ; but I 


know I muſt be careful ot giving tis 
meaning, leatt he be angry, and te! 
me again, he w4/l anſ{wer for none of 
my ſenſes. And therefore it this be not 


his ſenſe, I defire hum in his next to tell Vin! 
me what 1s, for I can make no other ps 71 


ſenſe of it ; But methinks a man that 
is fo very humourſom and touchy, 
ſhould be careful to deliver his fenle a 
little plainer, and not leave men to 
gueſs,and to make it out for him. But if 
that be his ſenſe,then I make this Anſwer, 
1. I do own, that the People of 7. 
dah (at lealt the more conſcientious 
part ot them) did not ſubmit to Atha- 
lah fo as to become her Subjects, and 
Parties to her Government. But I do 
believe notwithſtancing, that a great 
part of them, and perhaps the greateſt 
did fide with her and abet her. For it 
is plat, that She had a Party enough to 
maintain her Government, and thoſe 
that would not own 1t were not able to 
oppoſe her. Had Fek»ada been ftrong 
enough, I think there is no doubt but 
he would have Cepoſed her, and eſtab. 
liſhed Foaſh long before. But at the 
endot 1ix years, he had a great accefſ}. 
on to his Party (whuch probably he had 
at that time been preparing and working 
them into a ſenſe ot their duty to their 
lawtul King) and there can hardly be 
given any other account, why he per- 
mitted the Uſurpation fo long ; for it 
the mere ſhewing the King would have 
done it, and have turned the hearts of 
the People, that might as well have 
been done ſome years betore : and the 
Kingdom have been fet upon the Right 
bottom, and the miſchiets of continu- 
ed Uſurpation have been prevented. 
But it is no wor:der, that power and in- 
terelt ſhou!d prevail again!t Duty and 
Conſcience. M:n in thoſe days as wel! 
as 0:hers.miight have their Principles 
corrupted, and their morals poyſoned, 
what Argaments they had to julititic 
theinfelves by , does not appear ( the 
Drs. two Books would have ; ſtored 
F 2 them 
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them with abundance ) but a little Ar- 
gument with a great Interelt, will go 
a great way. Ard it is plain, it was 
{1x years. before they came to a ſenſe of 
their duty; and there is little douht 
to be made, but Fehorada travail'd all 
that time with them, to reduce them : 
and probably upon juſt Conviction, 
they deſerted the Uſurper, and joyr'd 
themſelves to Fehorada. 

But the Queſtion is not, What they 
did, but what they ought to have 
done: That a great part of the King- 
dom did ſubmit to her, I think there 
isno diſput2; and it is as little, that a 
great many did not: and the Queition 
1s. Who of theſe, according to the 
Principles of the Convocation , ought 
to be juſtified, and who ought to be 
condemn'd. 

2. The Dr. himſelf aſſerts, they did 
ſubmit ; ard fo 4:haltah was (etled ac- 
cording to his Notion of a Settlement ; 
and then my Argument attects him. 

3. The Queltion is not, What is the 
Drs. Notion, but what 1s the Convoca- 
tior's Notion of a Settlement ? and I 
readily grant, that according to that, 
Athaliah was not ſetled ; nor that they 
thought ſhe was : But the Reaſon is, 
becauſe ſhe was an Uſurper, and the 
Right Heir of the Kingdom was alive, 
and not becauſe the People had not 
ſubmitted. For, if they did ſubmit 
(as the Dr. ſays they did) that made no 
alteration in the Caſe ; they were bound 
notwith{tanding to return to their Law- 
ful Ki'g, and to Depoſe the Ulurper, 
whether they had, or not ſubmitted. 
And the truth is, there 1s ſcarcely any 
thing the Convocation more obviates, 
than the Notion of Peoples Conſent con- 
tributing any thing to the Government, 
or to their own Duty. They ex: refs it, 
C:vil Power, Furijdifiion, &c. deduced 
by their Conſents depend upon 
therr Conſents — did recerve any [ch 
vertue and ſtren2th from the peopte. 
Now *t.s true, theſe are ſpoken with re- 


ference to Lawful Gove-r.ments. But 
then I] would fain ſee a good Reaſon, 
why the Peoples Submifſion and Con- 
ſent , which ſignifies nothing with re- 
ſpect to Lawful Governments, and their 
Duty to them , ſhould fignifie ſo very 
much agin{t the Lawful Government ; 
or it the Peoples Conſent does nut 
make Allegiance a Duty to Lawiul Go- 
vernments, how comes it to make it a 
Duty to Uſurpation, in oppolition to 
Lawful Governments ? 

4. Altho the Dr, here tells us , that 
the Principal part of a Settlement , 
1s the Submitſion of the Eſtates, 
and the great Body of the Natt- 
on, as he does alſo in his Cafe of Al- 
legiance 3 yet when he comes to 
prove this, he him{(elf hath left this 
Principal part quite out : for the An- 
(werer had ſaid, that Settlement 1s a 
Term of Law, andin the notion of it 
denoted a Rightful and Peaceable Po- 
ſeffion 3 and in Reply to this, the Dr. 
tells us, that when the Convocation 
ſ:eaks of the Settlement of Powers 
which are againſt Law, Jt muſt be un- 
derſtoed of the Settlement of Poſſeſſion, 
and the obvious Expoſition of Sett/e- 
ment, in ſuch caſes u a Settlement of 


Poſſeſſion: And afterward, A/l the Con. P. 7, 8. 


vocation ſays, relates to the viſible and 
atual alterations of Government and 
Governors, which # matter of fatt ; 
and therefore the Settlement of ſuch 
alterations, u an Aftual, not a Legal 
Settlement : And this brings the If: 
pute to matter of Senſe, and an Actual 
and Viſible Settlement , 2s all ti:1t 18 
requir'd to an Attua! and V-/ivle 
Tranſlation of Kingdoms. But wirre 
1s the Drs. Prancipal Part all ths 1: nile, 
of the SubmitTton of the Eitates, *.; 5. ? 
Every Uſurper that is in {41e Polielit- 
on of the Throne, and ALUtuaiiy go- 
verrs, has this S:ttlement oi ! offef- 
fon, and this Ac1:l and Viſible Sctle- 
ment ; and it Senſe mult judge, and 
Matter o: Fact, without any farther 

1nqu'ry, 
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inquiry, then every man that governs, 
Is ſetled ; for thee is Poſſefſion, and 
there is the Attual and-Vifible Admi- 
niſtration of Governme t ; and Ath4- 
lI;iah was as throughly ſetled, as So/o- 
mon; and Cromwell, as King Charles. 
And fo the DoCtor hith loſt his Princs- 
pal! Pare. And tho he talks abundance 
of the Submi/ſion of the Eſtates, &c. 
yet never undertakes to prove , that 
that is imply'd in the Notion of a Settle- 


of art, than honeſty in it. And here 
he does it himſelf, and will neither ob- 
ſerve his own Order and Method , nor 
mine; and what his this in 1t? I am 
ſure it has more Are than Ingenuity ; 
for it is for nothing elſe, but to blind 
the defect of the Firſt Anſwer; which 
in truth he plainly gives up, tho he 
will not own it. And to ſhew the 
Art of it, I hall repeat them in 
order. 


The Drs Firk Anſwer is, That a!l Vindic. 
this Story amounts to, 13 19 more than P- 24» 
this, that when the Legal and R:i5h:. Poltſcr. 
ful Heir #s Actually Poſſeſs'd of the Þ+ 4 


ment ; and I ſuppoſe there 1s very good 
Reafon for it ; becauſe he cannot : and 
I defire , he would ſhew me but one 
good Reaſon, why ſuch Submilſim 


Caf of the Dr. gave Two Anſwers: He calls * Subjects may ſet the Righttful Heir on 
Alleg. p. them now Tivo Accounts : And this I * the Throne, although it be in the 
: 34.35. HLave Two Accounts of in my Caſe of Actual Poſletiton of the Ufurper ; for 
ndi. Vindic Alleziance : and in truth, he may call fo Fehoiada and the People did —— 
54 6. p. 2.4 "them any thing , rather than Av/wers. The Dr. replys, 1? z5 erue 1t does fig- 
| Sed And he hath now quitted one of them 1:/ie ſomerbing more, with reference 
himſelf, tho he will not ſeem to doit : #2 Joaſh ; bur I had regard only to the 
ſo if he pleaſe, he may call one his Caſe of Athaltih. What does he mean 
Account, and the other his Anſwer. by this * How ſhould he regard on!y 
= This (his Anſwer to the Caſe of theCaſe of 4rhaliav exclufive of Foaſh, 
Forfh and Atha'tah) he ſays, our Au- eſpecially when he makes the whole 
thor anſwers mith great triumph. iirefs of the Anſwer, to lye in the Le- 
Now I know whit the Dr. means by gal and Rightful Hear's beins Atual- 
triumph, whe! 2 cares me with it; y prſſeſs'd of the Throne ? But the 
and that is not - » inſolence or immo- Dr. it ſeems, had ſo much regard to 
deſty of expre!? +1 ; ba” giving a clear the Ufurper, that he never reg:rded the 
and difint Ar, lad my Anſwer Subjects return to their Allegiance, 
been lame or inpetinent, he conld But let him mean what he pleaſe by it, 
have h-r> it well enon;h 3 + d I might any thing, or nothing, it is all one : 
bave h-en admwit':d to ſpeak with hu- for if Subjects may fet the Rightful 
mility arid meek. s 5 but when nt Heir on the Throne, when it 1s in the 
ton-hes tl: weakneſs of big Arguments Polleifion of the Uſurper, it is as 
and Reaſoning, 'tis Triumphant and much 2s my Anſwer droveat 3 and if 
Saucy, 2d net to be intlarkd. he yields that, he may regard the Caſe 
P. t: He tlls m* for Reply, He mu? bz- ot Athaliah as much as he pleaſe. Bat, 


does enter into the Notion of a Scttle- 
ment. Let that Settlement be Legal, 
ARual, or Viſib/e, or what he pleaſe ; 
But of this more hereafter. 

To the Caſe of Zoaſh and Athaliah, 


gin ith my Anſwer to by Sevov 4 
Now it mniy be remembred, what a 
comnlaint there was of a'terzng his 
method and arder, end winch had mare 


Tirone, Subjetts may return to their 
A.legiance , and by the Atithority of 
ther King , proſecute the Uſurper : 
My Anſwer was, * The Story amounts 
* toa great deal more; and that is, that 


ſays lie, Ir does not ſignifie /o gene- 
14'y as hs putsit: And Ipray mirk 
his Reaſon, Bue it fignifi-s only the, 
that Subjetts by the expreſs Command 

; and 
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and Authority of God ( as the Convue- 
cation teaches ) may flace the Right- 
rut Prance on the Throne, tho poſſe/s'd 
by an Ufurper : z.e. as he ſays aſter- 
wards, where God himſe!f ht! made 
the Iintml. And that is, he neriectly 
abandons lis firſt Anſwer, ard ifyes to 
his Second , It was a pecul:ar Caſe, 
For God himſelf / a entai”d, %c. 

In like manner, m the Firſt Anſwer, 
the Dr. \;ys, for Joaſh was f.r/# 1mom- 
zed aid proclain”d, before any one flar- 
red a finger againſt Atbaliah. My 
Anſwer was, * Is the Dr. ſure 7oa/o was 
* aCtually offeſled of the Throne? He 
* was Anointed indeed ; but 1s A- 
*nointing Actual Poſleition, ©. ? 
© But however, who anointed, and who 
* proclaimed him ? and who put hin 
* in :offeion 2 Why truly, no body 
© elle but his own Subjects , and thoſe 
* very men that had lived fix years un- 
* der the Uſurper, And then I per- 
© ceive, that Subjects may ſtand by the 
* E'ghtful Heir againſt an Uſurper, 
* tho polleſs'd of the Throne for ſome 
© years. But then where is that Fide- 
* lity, Allegiance, and Obedience , that 
* the Doctor ſays, we are bound to pay 
© to Uſurped Powers ? To this the Dr. 
replyes, Surely juſt where it was bsfore 
:n the Convocation Book, and in the 
Scriptures. But I doubt that 5 but I 
can tell him where it is : It 1s in 
Dr. Sherlock's Caſe of Allegiance, and 
in his Pinadrcation of that Caſe ; but 
neither in the Convocation Book , nor 
in the Scriptures, nor in-any other ap- 
proved Author. But now to the pur- 
poſe : But ( faith the Dr. ) This was an 
Exempt Caſe, upon account of the 
Divine Entail., And that is the Second 
Anſwer {tll. 

The Dr. proceeds in the Firſt An- 
ſwer, now this 15 a very different Caſe 
from rarſing Rebellion agamſt a Prince 
who 15 wn' Poſſeſſion of the Throne , to 
reſtore an Ejetted Prince, My An- 
ſwer was, * Was not Athaliah in Pof= 


* ſeflion of the Throne, when Zehozada 


* anointed 7oaſh: 2 The Do- 
Ctor replzs, 1 an{iwer as I have before 
done ; { ewas in t/:: Attual and Viſt 


ble Poſſeſſion of th» i.rone, but ggainſt 
a D:;vine Entai 

I had furth:: anſwer'd, © That the 
* Quetition is concerning Allegiance to 
* ati Uſurper in the potletiton of the 
* Throne ; and as to that, there 1s no 
* difference ; tor thoſe pay as little Al- 
* legiance to an Ulurper, who anoint a 
* King and then depoſe him, as theſe 
* who do it to reſtore an ejected one : 
* and I would fain kiow , what ditte- 
© rence there is ( as to Allegiance to 
*an Uſurper) between anointing a 
* new King, and upon his Authority de- 
© pofing ay Uſurper , and doing the 
* lime thing upon the Aut! ority of one 
* already anointed The Doctor re- 
plycs, I grant there is no difference, 
where it 1s the duty of Subjetts either 
to anoint anew King, or to reſtore an 
old anointed King 3 but this is a du- 
ty only, where the Uſurpation 15 
againſt God's Entail. 

So that here is nothing but the Se- 
cond Anſwer over and over again ; but 
the firſt Anſwer is perfectly loſt, and 
the Doctor cannot maintain it, and has 
nothing to ſay for it ; and he might 
have ſaid ſo, and there had been an 
end; but toquit it in the plain field, 
and yet to pretend to ſtand to it, to 
give nothing in Reply, but the Second 
Anſwer and yet dreſs it up, as it it 
had been the Firſt, favors more of 
Artitice, then Ingenuity or Reaſon. A 
little Ingenuity would have ſaved us 
both ſome pains. But ſome men, when 
they find fault with themſelvey , and 
when it is for ther turn, can be con- 
tented to own themſelves fallible, and 
are not aſhan'd to own that they Preface to 
are ſtill learners; bat if any man theCaſe of 
elſe diſcovers their miſtakes, they can- Allegi- 
not abide to own them , but will ſhift ance, 
and double , and turn and wind any 

Way, 
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way, tather than acknowledge a mi- 
ſtake 

But has the Doctor nothing at all 
to ay for his Firſt Anfwer? Yestruly 
( to do him Right ) he has ſomething 
to ſay, but it isnext to nothing ; and 
he had e'en as good have let it pats, in 
all points, and aftign'd the whole buli- 
neſs over to the Second An'iwer , as 
he hath done in every thing beſides. 

All that he ſays, is this : In the Firſt 
Anſwer to confirm what he faid, that 
all that they amounted to, was, that 
when the Legal and Righttul King 1s 
poſſeſs'd, Subjects may return to their 
Allegiance: For ( ſays he ) Joaſh was 
firſt anointed and proclaimed , before 
21y one ſtirred a finger againſt Atha- 
{i:h. To this I an(wer'd , *© Is the Do- 
* tor ſure, that Foaſh was aCtually 
* poſfeſsd of the Throne 2 He was 
* anointed indeed, but 1s anointing, 
* actual potſeifion ? Andit will not be 
* ealie to prove it, according to the 
* Doctor's notion of Poflefiion , of 
* having the whole adminiltration of at- 
* fairs, and all the Authority of the 
* Kingdom in his hands. To this he 
replies, The Convocation affirms, that 
Kin? Joaſh, was in poſſeſſion of his 
Crown before Athaliah was ſlam. 

And he further tells us, © That the 
* Convocation thought it very conhide- 
* rable, that the Princes, Levites, and 
© People, yielded ſubjection to their 
* lawful King ; and having ſo done, and 
* their King being in Polle:lion of the 
* Throne, joyned together for the over- 
* throwing Atha/iab the Ufurper, if 
* the Convocition hall not thought that 
© there was ſome difference between 
: Killing Athaliah, before or after the 
© anointing of Fo.iſÞ, they would not 
© have laid fo much fireſs upon the 
* time, When ſhe was flain. And 
* ( faith he ) I wonder our Author 
* Kould perceive no dittere:1ce : for 
* tho it had been the fame hp 'o 4- 
* thaltah , whether ſhe had 1.044 xiiled 


* before or after the anointing of Fo- 
* aſi, yet it greatly alter'd the nature 
* of the fact; and that upon two ac- 
* counts ; both with reſpect to the 
* Authority, whereby it was done, 
*and the Character of the Perſon 
* who ſuffered The Convocation 
* will not allow a private man to kill a 
* King de fatto ; and that was the Caſe 
* of the Jews during 4:h4/zab's Reign, 
* before Foaſſ.'s Ti:le was Recogniz'd, 
* and he anointed, and place.] on the 
* Throne ; but when this was done. 
* they had the vitible and actual Aus 
* thority of their King to lay the Uur- 
* per. . And after, * Thus whatevei 
* Authority 4:11:24) had before, when 
* Foaſh was anointed, ſhe tunk into the 
* {tate of a Subject.and then to kill her, 
* was not to kill a Queen de 7 atto, but 
* a Subject, who had been an Uſurper, 
* but now was a Subject again; and 
* therefore no Fidelity or Allegiance was 
* due to her. Is not this pure Do- 
Ctrine from a Church of En /and- 
Man ? As if in an Hereditary Monar- 
chy ( and one that was fo by Divine En» 
tail too, which the Do'tor 1:ys to 
much ftreſs upon) the King could 
have no Authority to pertor:n the Acts 
of Government till he was Anointed, 
and Crown'd, and his Title R:cogniz'd 
by his Subjects. We are hard put to 
it ſure, when we mait gather up the 
very dregs of the Commorn-weilth 
Pri_.ciples , to ſupport our Hy :othelis. 
At this rate Athalalh had hid for- 
tune ; for it ſhe had cone eNes 
ſooner , and before the Ceremony © 
Anointing had been over, ſte 34d fav d 
her Lite and her Authority too 5 and 
her crying out Treaſon, Treaſon, hid 
been the true tate of the Caſe , ard 
they had all been Trayt5rs, in violating 
the Allegtance and Fidelity they ow'd 
to ner ; for theDo ir tells us, thy 
beiore the Recog tio 1 and Ancin TILES 
the 'ews were privat* -n. and had no 
Authority ; a..d tha *wl .ucn ſhe was 
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Queen de faFo, and was not ſunk into 
a Subject : ard that Fidelity and Alle- 
prince was dues to her: AndI (ſuppoſe, 
had ſhe come time enough . by vertue 
of that Allegiance they ow*d her, ſhe 
might have commanded them not to 
have depoſed her ; at leaſt, not to have 
ſlain her : nay, according to the Do- 
Ctor, they could not do it ; for they 
had no Anthority , and ſhe was their 
Queen. Now, if the Doctor will an- 
fwer me one Queſiion, I will thank 
him. Did the Subjects of 7dah owe 
Allegiance to Atha/rah, till ſuch time 
as Foaſh was actually poſle's'd of the 
Throne, 5. e. according to the Doctor, 
'till he was aCtually anointed , then 1 
defire to know, how he came to be 
anointed by her Subjects, for that was 
net an aCt of Fidelity and Allegiance to 
her, but a contradiction to it : But if 
they Cid not owe her Allegiance, 't:l/ 
he was anointed, then ( as the Doctor 
phraſeth it ) ſhe was ſunk into lhe ſtate 
of a Subject before Joaſh was anoin- 
ted. And her Character was loſt be- 
fore ( if ever ſhe had any to loſe, for 
that the Doctor hasnot yet proved :)— 
And1 believe if the DoCtor looks again, 
he will find, that their anointing 7oaſh, 
was an Evidence that they were his 
Subjects beforg, and not as he tells us, 
that they might return to their Allegi- 
ar.ce when he was actually poſſeſs'd of 
the Throne, 7, e. in his feriſe, when he 
w:8 anointed ; for their very anointing 
him, plainly ſhew'd they were his Tub. 
jects, and ſo cwn'd themſelves before : 
and the Convc cation is as expreſs as 
can be. They alrogether by a Cove- 
nant, acknowledged their Ailrgriance 
unte him, as unto their Lairfut King, 
and fo di'pojſe of thirgs , as preſently 
after he was Crown'd and Anromted : 
After what * after they acknowledg d 
their Allegiance to hymn. So that thegr 
Allegiance dd not commence from his 
anointing; nor ceaſe to Achaliah (if 
ever they pay'd any toher) upon his 


being in ACtual Poſſeſſion ( in the Do- 
Ctor's ſenſe, and ) as he would ave it; 
and immediately it follows, which du- 
tiful office of SubjzeAs being perform'd, 
that is, the dutitul Office of Crowning 
and Anointing- This it ſeems, was the 
Office of them that were Subjects, and 
not of fuch as by that act were to be- 
come ſo And to this purpoſe I had 


an{wer'd this matier before : * The Do- Poltſcr 


* tor knows well enough , that his 
* Anointing and Proclaiming , did not 
* make him King, but that( according 
*to the Rules of Succefiion in that 
* and other Kingdoms, he was King all 
* the. while of A4thalrab's Ulurpation, 
* and Aliegiance was due to him, and 
* uppen the account of that they reftor'd 
* hun. But faith the Doctor, IF the 
Convocation had rot thought , that 
there was ſome difference between kil- 
ling Athaliah before or after the anom- 
ting of Joaſh , they would not have 
laid ſo much ſtreſs _=_ the time, 
when ſhe was ſlam. Now it 1s true, 
the Convocation does mention the 
time, and ſeem to lay ſome weight 
upon Joaſſ;'s being in Poſleilion , and 
not without Reaſon ; this Example of 
Fehorada ( and which the Doctor ob- 
ſexves) was urg'd by the Papiſts to 
juſ. ifie the Pope's Power bf Depoling 
Princes, and to refute this, that Chap- 
ter and Canon ſeems ef; ecially to be 
directed. Andif we conſult the Pro- 
teſtant Authors of thoſe times, we 
ſhall! find, the molt infiſted on theſe 
Two A:iſwers; the firit reſpected the 
CharaCter of the Perſon depoſed, the ſc- 


cond the Authority ' by which it was C 
As to the Firlt, they fay Atha- D 


done. 
lich was an Uſurper, and ro Queen 


onſult 
Robert 
bbor, de 


without Right and Title ; and wh.t PVPrem- 


Fehowagda did , any other private man 
wight have done: But not a word of 


Foteſtat. 
Reg. p+32, 


the Doctor's fine limitation of her Roffents, 
linking into the ſtate of a Subject P: 913: 


when Foaſſ2 was anointed : for they 
never thought her otherwiſe 5 only 
they 


P. g: 


they thonght her a great deal worſe : 
The Doctor indeed fpracely calls her 
a Queen, and is very tenger as to the 
Point of (laying her ; hut they bluntly 
"Called her a Roher, and never trou- 
bled themſelves about the Vunctito 
and Ceremony of killing her. Biſhop 
Ut non Robert Abbot ſays roundly , This 15 
hic ex not to be called a depoſing a Queen, who 
auftorata mas no Queen ; but the earn Venge- 
Regina ance of a cruel Robber ,and the arſcharge 
£ nulla of the Allegiance of Subjetts to their 
fut, £5. own King. 
p. 33+ The other Anſwer reſpects the Au- 
| * thority, by which ſhe was depoſed and 
ſlain. And upon this they ſay; that any 
man hath Authority to kill an Uſur- 
per. And Biſhop Buckeridge 18 very 
P.o23- Expreſs ; If Athaliah was not @ true 
Queen, but an Uſurper, &c. in this all 
are agreed, that ſhe may be killed by 
any Subjet ; becauſe no body # a Sub- 
je# to an Enemy. Furthermore ( faith 
he ) the order of that RG s 
ths, Jehoiada ſhews and declares, therr 
true, lawful, and natural King : the 
Princes and People accept him , and 
then Jehoiada Crowns him ; and after 
_ all that, they take Athaliah, and ſlay 
ber,&c. And now obſerve what fol- 
lows, If they had firſt depoſed Atha- 
liah, and afterwards Declared and In» 
augurated King Joaſh ( videri fortaſle 
poterat ) perhaps :*” might ſeem, that 
Jometh, had been done by the Autho- 
rity of the Prieſt, or N bles, or Peopie; 
but ſeeing that the true King was de- 
clar'd in the firſt p.ace, and in the ſe- 
cond place , puniſhment was taken of 
the faiſe Queen and Uſurperz thoſe 
fats arg known to be done by the 
King y Authority, and not by any 
Praeeſtly Authority, or that of the No- 
bles, or People. Frem whence 'tis 
plain, there is not ſo much {refs 1:id 
upon the anointing of Foaſh, as if 
Athaliah could not have been lawtully 
killed before , or without it, ( as the 
Dr tantes) for they ſay any bouy 
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r.ight doit : hut being done after, it 
was a Ctearcc proof agatalt tl.e P-pil.s, 


tat it vas dons by the Autrority 
Rozal, ard not Sacerdota! or: Papak 
Ang voi this account it feems, ihe 


Convocation was fo puuctua? i rect- 
ting the order of at, that the Proof 


might be yet clearer againtt the Pa- Beilirm, 


ptiis. For they urg'd, that both the 
Depoling and Killing Athalzab , and 
the ſetting up of Foaſh, was done 
purely upon tne Authority of Fehorada 
as High Prielt ; and the order ot it, 
as being done after 70.1/h was Anoin- 
ted and Crown'd, was a proof without 
exception againſt them. And hereby 
an Objection is prevented: for if it 
had been done bciore , it might have 
been pretended, ( as fome Papiſts and 
Common-wealths men pretend, and 
the Dr. has given no ſmall Countenance 
to it ) that Foaſh was not King, and 
that he had no Authority , 'till he was 
Crown'd; and therefore it muſt be 
done by the Authority of Fehioada. 
But it being done after, refutes all 
ſuch Cavils 3 and therefore there was 
reaſon enough for their mentioning and 
inciting upon his being Crown'd before 
Athalah was ilain; tho, they might 
believe, that Zoa/ſþ had ſufficient Au- 
thority to pertorim, all Acts of Govern- 
ment , as well before, as after ſuch 
Anointing and Crowning. And that 
they did fo, 13 as plain as words can 
expreſs it. For ſpeaking of the King- 
do.n of zudah, this they ſiy expreſly, 


* After ttiat the Kingdom was held by Convoc. 
' Suc? .*ion, the very being of the Kings p. 52+ 


* Son tne Trae Heir Apparent , after 
* bus Fatlicr's deat'1, gave unto them all 
* th: Actual Intere t , Right, and Poſ- 
* fefitoir ( as Polle. on in thoſe Caſes, is 
*to be expound. 1 ) of their ſeveral 
* Governments , to do any act or atts, 
as well before, 3s iter any ſubſequent 
* Frrmalities and Crremonics ——So 
th.t rhey never t -ug!:t of Anvinting 
as giving Poffciiion, or thu! thry were 
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thereby impow'red to do any Acts of 
Government ; and the Uſurper might 
have been (lain, as juſtly by the Autho- 
rity of Foaſh, as well before , as aſter 
his Anointing. | 

But all this is meer trifling, and fig- 
nifies nothing to-the main Quettion : 


-For whether Anointing gives Poſſe{lion 


or no, whether 7oaſh was in Poſſefſion 
before or not, 1s all one in the Preſent 
Caſe. For if he was out of Poſſellion, 
they put him- in Poſſeflion 3 if Anoin- 
ting was ſo material , they- Anointed 
him ; and. all this from a ſenſe of their 
Duty and Allegiance ; and ev'n when 
the Government was aCtually admini- 
ſtred by an Uſurper: And then it fol. 
lows ( as I ſaid ) that Allegiance is due 
to a Prince, tho his Throne be poſſeſſed 
by an Uſurper. So that let Anointing 
give as much Poſſeſſion as the Dr. pleaſe, 
and let him make what Inferences he 
thinks good from Athaliah's being ſlain 
after Foaſh's Anointing, I am not able 
to ſee what he would prove from them. 
And if they were granted him, he can» 
not from thence prove, that Allegiance 
is not due to a Rightful Prince diſpoſ- 
ſeſs'd, or while an Uſurper is upon his 
Throne, or that the Fews did not pay 
Allegiance toFoaſh before he was anoin- 
ted, or at the ſame time that Athaliah 
was on his Throne. 

But the Dr.ſtarts a new Queſtion, and 
that is, Whether a Private man may 
Kill an Uſurper ? and expatiates upon it, 
and has it in I know not how many 
places in his Book, tho it be nothing at 
all to the purpoſe : Perhaps he would 
have me give ſome Anſwer to that, be- 
cauſe he can diſpute about it. I can 
tell him , that Biſhop Buckersdge, and 
other Learned men have aſſerted it: and 
if he have a mind to it, he may try his 
faculty, and diſpute the Point againſt 
them. But I do not knew any-reaſon, 
to mix it in the Preſent Controverſie, 
which 1s about Submiſſion, and Swear- 
ig Allegiance to Uſurped Powers: 


And I think there is ſome difference bee 
tween Killing, and Swearing Allegiance 
to an Ulſurper. | 

I now come to his Second” Anſwer, 
which relates to his diſtinion of God's 
Entailing the Kingdom of Judah to 
David's Poſterity,& of other Kingdoms, 
where Entails are made by Providence; 
and to thisT had given ſeveral Anſwers. 

( 1. ) This Diſtinttion is not in the 
Convocation Book , and ſo does not Poſtlcr, 
affet their ſenſe. Ty this the Dr. P- 5- 
replies, I grant it. And thenit Vindic, 
ſeems, there may be. a fair account P» 24, 
given of the Depoſing and Slaying A- 
thaliah, without having recourſe to 
the Drs. Diſtinction ; for the Conva- 
cation have done that, and the Dr.grants 
his Diſtinction does not affect theic 
Senſe, But then I would fain know, 
how it comes to affect theCaſe of Foeſh 
and Athaliah ſo much, that it can by 
no means be ſoly'd without it. I know 
the Dr. ſays, he did not concern the 
Convocation Book in the Story, But I 
think that makes no great” matter : 
the Convacation concern'd themſelves in 
the ſtory ; and that may do,as well as 
if the Dr. himſelf had concern'd them 
in it, and very punctually declare- and 
juſtifie Zehorada's ſetting up Foaſh the 
Rightful King, and ſlaying Athaliah 
the Uſurper. And that it ſeems may 
be - done without the help of the Drs. 
Diftin&tion z for that does not affect 
their Senſe. But ſaith he, tho the Con 
vocation takes notice of the Story, 
yet they neither make nor anſwer tha 
ObjeAion ( which the Dr. raiſed from 
the Story } un dire terms. But if the 
Objection 1 G__ the anietg 

oaſh, and the ng a yin 
Te the = r fuffciently. 
and as for anſwering it in direft terms, 
if by that the Dr. means, they have not 
anſwer'd it as he hath done , it is true 
enough ; but for all that, they have 
anſwer'd it dire#ly enough ; and the 
whole Chapter and Canon were de- 
4 hen'd 
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fign'd for an) Anſwer to it. But ſtill 
the Dr. tells us, they had another de- 
fign in mentioning it, and fitted their 
ar{wers wholly to that, That no Prieſts 
in the Old Teſtament , did ever Db 
foſe from their Crowns, any of their 
Kings, how wicked ſoever ; or had any 
Authority ſo» to do. And becauſe the 
Examp/e of Jehoiada uſed to be urged 
by them to this purpoſe, they ſhew that 
20 ſuch thing can be proved from 1t. 
Very well, and fo they do. And do 
they not alſo tell us, that Fehozada the 
High Prieſt ſet-up Foaſh, and flew 
Athaliab ? and therefore tho 3t can- 
210t be proved (as the Convocation ſays) 
that any Prieſts in the Old Tefl ament 
did ever depoſe from their Crowns any 
of their Kings , yet it can be proved, 
that Fehozada reſtor'd the Rightful 
King, and flew the Ufurper. - And it 
the Convocation had been of the Drs. 
mind, and had thought that an Uſur- 
per now might not be depoſed , and 
that Subjects did not owe Allegiance 
to a Righttul King, while his Throne 
was pofleſs'd by an Uſurper , it is cre- 
dible, that they would not have intima- 
ted it, to prevent the inconveniences 
that might ariſe from this Example. 
In other Caſes we fee how very Nice 
and Cautious they were, and there was 
but reaſon. In the Caſe of Jehu they 
fay, *If any man ſhall affirm, that any 
© Prophets, Prieſts, or other Perſons, 
* having no direct and expreſs Com- 
* mand from God, might lawfully 
© imitate the ſaid facts either of Sa- 
* mue! or Elizeus in anointing and de- 
* figning Succefſors to Kings , which 
* otherwiſe had no Juſt Intereſt, Title, 
* and Claim to their Kingdoms 3 or 
* that it is Lawful for any Captain, or 
* Subject, high or low whatſoever, to 
© bear Arms againſt their Sovereign, or 
* to lay violent hands upon his Sacred 
© Perſon , by the Example of Fehu 
* { notwithſtanding that any Prophet or 
* Prieſt ſhould incite him thereunto by 


* UnCtion, or other means whatſoever, 
* except firſt that it might appear, that 
* there are Now any ſuch Prophets ſent 
* extraordinarily from God himſelf, 
* with ſufficient and ſpecial Authority 
* in that behalf; and that every ſuch 
* Captain and Subject fo incited, might 
* be afſured, that God had in expreſs 
* words, and by name, required and 
* commanded him to do: He doth 
greatly err. So likewiſe they ſay,with re- 
ſpect to the fact of Abud killing King 
Egzlon; and of Fehu, © Both which Ex» 
* awmples ( being but in number two 
* throughout the Hiſtories of all the 
* Princes, Judges, and Kings, either of 
* Iſrael or Fudah ) it ſeems thty 
thought Athaliah was none of them, 
(what a Queen ſoever the Dr.hath made 
of her ) *do make it known to us, 
* that altho the Lord may, and is able 
* to overthrow any King, &c. yet fore« 
* ſeeing what muſchiets private men 
* under colour of thoſe Examples , 
* might have pretended or attempted 
* againſt their Sovereigns , he did or- 
* der, &c. as that it might plainly ap- 
* pear to any ( that would not wilfully 
* hoodwink himſelf) never to be lawful 
© for any perſon whatſoever, upon 

* tence of any Revelation, Inſpiration, 
* or Commandment his Divine 
* Majeſty , either to touch the Perſon 
* of his Sovereign, ec: And this yet 
more fully and largely inſiſted on in 
the Canon, which 1s level'd to prevent 
the drawing of that fact of Abud 
into example ; and which I beg the 
Reader to peruſe, and he will ſoon be 
ſatisfied, how wonderful careful the 
Convocation was, when any extraordi- 
nary Examples came in their way, and 
which were not to be followed in lat- 
ter Apes, to prevent all miſtakes and 
abuſes, that might by corrupt minds 
be drawn from them. 

And now let us compare with theſe, 
the Caſe before-us ; here is a plain Exe 
awple of Setting up a Righttul King, 
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and of Depoſing and Slaying an Ufur- 
per 3 and that Example jaittftied by the 
Convocation. Is 1t potlible for the 
Dr. bimfelf, or for any man elle to be- 
Jieve, that if the Covocationn had 
thought that ( #n *heſe days) an Uſure 
per ought not to be depoſed, or that 
men were not bound to pay Allegtarice 
to the Rightful King, when his Throne 
is in the Polletlion of an Uſurper, that 
they would not have taken the fame 
care in this, as they do in the other 
Examples, and plainly and clearly have 


' ſaid, that the practice of Fehozadn and 


the People was not Now to be Crawn 
into preſident ; tor certainly, there 1s not 
leſs, but a great deal more Reaſon, to 
believe, that men may think 1t their 
duty, to own Allegiance to a diſpnile(- 
ſed King, as the People of Fudah did, 
than to kill a Lawful King, as Abud 
did ; and to ſeck no further,fuch a man 
as Dr. Sherlock, being fo long belore 
he could perſwade himſelf to the con- 
trary, is a demonſtrative Evidence of 
itz and conſequently it required yet 
the greater Caution to prevent it. But 
inſtead ot that, they ſpeak laudably and 
commendably of it ; and rather give 
encouragement to it, and recommend 
it, than otherwiſe. *If any man ſhall 
« affirm , that it was neither lawful for 
* Fehoiada, and the reſt of the Princes, 
© Levites, and People, to have yielded 
* their Subjection to their Lawiul 
King ; nor having fo done, and their 
* King being in Poliefion of his Crown, 
© to have joyned together for the over- 
© throwing the Uivrper;z or that Fe- 
© hozada the High Prictt, was not bound 
© as hewasa Prielt ( Let the Dr. mind 
* that ) both to inform the Princes, 
* and People, of the Lor:!'s Promile, 
* that Zoaſh ſhould Reign over them, 
* and likewiſe to Anoint him. This 
| >oks very like encouragement ; and 
rather ſeems, that they 13rended it tor 
an Example, than to prevent its being 
ſo; and 1s very differing from the me- 


thod they uſe in the Caſes before men- 
tioned, And all that they add as Cau- 
tion, hath no manner of reſpect to the 
Depo'ing of an iurper, or paying Al- 
legiance to a Riphtful King, while ſuch 
a one 13 ſeated in the Throne, bur the 
contrary. * Or (ay they) that this 
fact, ether of the Princes, Prie{ts, or 
* People , was to be he!d for a Lawful 
* Warrant, for any afterward, either 
* Princes, Prictts, or People, to have 
* Depoted any of the Kings of Fudah, 
* who by Right of Succe/Non came to 
: their Crowns, cr to have killed them 
* for any reſpect whatſoever ; and to 
* have ſet another in their places, ac- 
* cording to their own choice, But 
not one fingle word of Depoſing an 
Wu: per,or any thing like it,or of Cauti- 
on'ng Subjects, from/paying Allegiance 
to their Righttu! King by that Example, 
when an Ul:rper was on his Throne: 
An the Pretermititon of it, is a clear 
Indication , that they thought it Now 
a duty. And I believe, no good reafon 
can be give», why the Convocation 
ſhou!d be ſo very expreſs and particular 
in Cauttoning againft Relilting and 
K:!ling of Kings, trom thoſe other Ex- 
an.ples ; and yet give no manner of 
Caution 2g-1n!t Depoling and Killing 
an Uſurper, i-om this. Z:ample; except 
they thought thoſe were not exempla- 
ry, but th.5 was. And let any man 
confider the Method the Conv-cation 
uſes, and he will certainly find , that 
when ever they mention any Examples, 
which are not to be drawn into Pra- 
Ctice in Succeeding Ages, they plainly 
declare fo, with all poſlible Induitry and 
Caution : And their not doing fo here, 
and eſpecially having from this very Ex- 
ample caution'd againit Depoſing a 
Rightful King ; it 18 a plain proof, that 
they did not think, that this Example 
of Fehozada and the People of Fudah, 
was an Example of that kind ; but 
might ſo {ar as they juitifie it, be drawn 
into-practice. And this I tiunk ( if men 

are 
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are not willfully blind) is a ſufficient 
eviderice, that the Convocation never 
tought that an Uſurper might not be 
depos'd, or that Subje-ts might not py 
Allegiance to their Law'ul King, tho 
his Throne was pollc{led by an Uſurper ; 
or further, that by a thorough Settle- 
ment.they never ment ukirped Powers, 
and eſpecially in oppolition toa Riglit- 
tul King, 

But (faith the Dr.) ths the Convre 
cation dots n3: anſwer a Weſt ron which 
thry never props'd, if the (etting up 
Joaſh ani depoting A-nalian be the 
OQ)12i:ton, the Convocation both pro- 
pos'd and anſwer'd it ;- yet (faith he) 
thy us a gool anſwer to it, 1,6 tae Dr. 
thinks fo, but the Convocition did not, 
for th'y do not make it by his own 
Confelivn But however, he ſays, it is 
arrevabie :9 the ſ::ife of the Convoca- 
tion in that p a2, for they tak notice, 
that Yohoiada when be had ſent *9 the 
Lewes ind chief Fithers, Ge. ace 
quainte4 them with the preſervation 
of their Prince, aud that it was the 
Lords will that he ſnould rezgn over 
them, which plainly refers to that Di- 
vine Entail of ths Crown p51 David's 
Poſterityz ſo that 'tis evident the 
Corvocdticn it le f an(we.s the d:j1t- 
culties of th ſtory by the Divine En- 


tas! : What diſhculties are theſe * of 


owning their Righttul K! :g ard «epo- 
ſirg the Uſurper ? The Dr. 1:dred hath 
made fome difficulty of that. but the 
Convocation thonght of one, they 
plainly and rourdly aftert it was lawtul 
and their duty ſo todo? The difficulty 
of the High Prieſts Authority to depole 
a King they obviate, an that the Per- 
ſon &cp03'd- was an Uſurper, and what 
he did was as a Subject, and rot as 
High Prieit ; but they make no man- 
ner of difficulty, of their y1e/4mg ſub- 
jeaion to their lawful King, and then 
depoſing the Uturper : And I beheve 
any man that attentively conſiders what 
the Convocation ſay in this Chapter and 


Canov, will find that that is the main, 
if not the only ground of their Anſwer, 
that b:cauſe it was lawful, and a duty 
for Subjects to yicld their S1bjection 
and Allegiance to thele Lawful King ; 
therefore what Zeb-rada did in ſetting 
him up, and depoling the Uſurper, was 
not peculiar to his ofice of High Priett, 
but as a duty in common to him with 
the reſt of the Subjects; fo that they 
are fo far from diſputing about it, or 
uli1g any Arguments to confirm it, 
that they take 1t tor granted, and pro- 
ceed upon 1t, and ground their Anſwer 
upon the ſuppoſition of it. But ſays 
the Dr. -the Convocation taking notice 
that Jehotada had acquainted them, 
that it was the Lords will Joaſh ſhould 
reign over them, plainly refers to that 
Drvine Entail. Ani] this he under- 
tikes to prove more fully in the next 
page, but to fave him any turther trou» 
ble, I ſhall readily own that when the 
Convocation ſpeacs of the Lords will, 
and the Lords purpoſe, that Foaſh 
ſhou'd reign, they dorefer to that En- 
tail upo Devids Polterity, And 'tis 
next to inpo.lible to think they ſhould 
do otherwiſe, for it w1s by virtue of that 
very Entail, that Foaſ# 114] a Right to 
the Crown, and {114d there beun 119 ſuch 
Entail, Foaſh woul have had no mare 
Right than At-aiiah her ſelf; and ere 
fore the mentioning of it was proper 
and neceſſary. It was upon tht account 
that Zorzſh was their lawiu! King, and 
Athaltan was an Uurper, And it was 
highly reaſonabiz that ehoruda ſhould 
ju':115e his proceedings upon it. But 
what 1s this to the purpoſe, do they 
ment107 this Entail 11 oppoſition to hu- 
mane Entai's* not a word of that : 
And how then can he fay, tit his di- 
{tin:tion and an{wer 1s agree:ble to the 
ſenſe of the Convocaiion 2 For they 
{pealz 1t11 one (ſenſe, and i.e tn another, 
they (peak it without oppolition to hu- 
mane Entails, and I purely in oppoli- 
tion to them ; they urge it, and ſo does 


Jelorada 


Fohorada to juſtifie his proceedings as 
acting according to the Rule and Stan- 
dard of Right in the Kingdom of Fu. 
dah ; and the Dr. urges it, to prove the 
unjuſtifiableneſs of acting in the ſame 
manner in the like caſe in any other 
Country ; at this ratethe Dr. if he pleaſe, 
may prove from the Convocation, that 
Rebellion and Reſiſtance is lawful in 
other Countries tho not in F#da/ ; for 
the Convocation refers to Gods Entail 
when it ſpeaks of the obedience of the 
Fewiſh Subjects; and therefore accord- 
ing to the Dr. Kings that are ſo by Gods 
Entail, muſt not be refiſted, but Kings 
that are fo by Humane Entails may : 
And I wonder what reafon he can pive, 
why the Convocation when they ſpeak 
of Divine Entailst& juſtifie the adhering 
to the lawful King, and depoſing an 
Uſurper, is to be underſtood any more 
in oppoſition to Humane Entails, than 
when they ſpeak-of the very ſame, to 
quſtifie the Duties of Obedience, and 
Nor-reſiftance ; but the truth is, this 1s 
nothing elſe but ſhameleſs fallacy ; and 
howſoever it might look in another, it 
is not very pardonable in Dr. Sherlock : 
All that the Dr. proves ts that, the Con- 
vocation and 7ehozada himſelf, when 
they juſtifie his adhering to his Rightful 
King, and depoſing the Uſurper, refer 
to the Divine Entail, which was the 
foundation of the Regal Right in the 
Kingdom of Fudah ; and upon the ac- 
count of which he was the lawful Ring, 
and the other an Ufurper, And from 
hence would make this Reader believe, 
that they taught that in other King- 
doms, where the Entails of the Crown 
are made by Humane Laws ; the Sub. 
jects ought not to ſtand by the Right» 
tul King, nor depoſe the Uſurper, but 
{tand by him and affiſt him againſt the 
Righttul King ; which isa wild and ex- 
travagant as well as a ſophiſtical gon» 
clufion ; and any man but the Dr. 
would conclude the direct contrary ; 
that becauſe in the Kingdom of Fudah, 
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the SubjeFs were bound to. own thelr 
diſpolletied King. and aTilt him m the 
recovery of his Rights, and depoſe an 
Ufurper that wrongfully poſſefſed his 
Throne ; becauſe God by Entail had 
fix'4 and ſetled the Crown in one Fami- 
ly ; and by that had. made the Right to 
the Government to be in them, there- 
fore in other Countries, becauſe the 
Laws had entaiPd and fix'd the Crown 
in a certain Family, the Subjects are 
hound to dothe ſame to their Righttul 
King ; For tho the Entails be diftering, 
the Reaſon and Equity of both is the 
ſame ; the King of Fudah had a Right 
to the Government by Divine Entail, 
and the Kings in other Countries by Hu- 
mane Entails, but they both have right, 
and the Laws of doing Right are eter- 
nal and immutable 3 however the fix- 
ing and determining that Right may be 
various. And I believe the Dr. is the 
firſt, that from hence made anegative 
argument,for tho there have been thoſe 
who have ſaid, the examples of Go- 
vernment and Obedience in the Scrip+ 
tures do not affect us ; becauſe the Po- 
lity and Conſtitution of the Zewiſh 
Commonwealth was dificring, but to 
fay that, becauſe the Jews were bound 
to obſerve their Laws of Government, 
becauſe they were appointed by God 
himſelf ; therefore the Subjects of 0- 
ther Governments are not bound to oh» 
ſerve the Laws of their reſpective Con- 
ſtitutions, is a ſtrein beyond the Moon, 
and fit only for the Dr. when he main- 
tains paradoxes. Upon the Reſtoration 
of Edw. 4. the Parliament and King- 
dom did as Fehoiada had done before, 
they had recourſe to the Laws of the 
Land, which were the Standard of the 
Right to the Crown ; and they did the 
ſame upon the Legal Entail, as Fehoza- 
da did upon the Divine Entail, they 
eſtabliſh'd the Rightful King and de- 
pos'd the Uſurper ; and I believe it was 
never queſtion'd, but they aCted as war- 
rantably and juſtifiably as Zehezada, as 


he did it by virtue of a Divine Entail, 
and they by virtue of a Humane Entail ; 
but it muſt be confeſſed that the Drs. 
diſtin&tion, tho it was then known, yet 
the corrupt and perverſe uſe of it was 
never known before, 'till he hath now 
found it out to ſupport an Hypotheſis 
every Way as abſurd, as the uſe he makes 
of this diſtinCtion. 

[ had further ſaid with reſpect to 
the Convocation as the Dr. obſerves, 
That they do not ſpeak of this (the di- 
ſtinico between Divine and Humane 
Entails) when they call Athaliahb an 
Uſurper, «1d juſtific the proceedings of 
Fehnada and the People againſt her ; 
but the Reaſon they give is general, The 
Right Heir of the Kingdom being alive, 
which extends to all Kingdoms that 
are entail'd and go by Succeſſion. To 
this the Dr. replies, that I make very 
bold with the Convocation , for (faith 
he) they do not offer to juſtifie the pro- 
ceedings of Jehoiada, and the People 
againſt Athaliah, by ſaying that the 
Right Heir of the Kingdom was alive, 
but only prove by that She was an Tſur- 
per, who had no Legal a_ to the 
Throne, the Right Heir eing liv- 
ing. But if our Author will think a- 
gam; I preſume he will own that they 
are tio very different queſtions, whe 
ther ſuch a Prince be an Uſurper, and 
whether he may be depoſed and wnr- 
thered. In anſwer to this I have only 
theſe things to obſerve. 

11, That here is one point gained,and 
that is, that according to the Dr. The 
ſenſe of the Convocation is, that the 
Death of the Right Heir makes a Legal 
Right to the Crown to him that Poſ- 
ſeſles1t ; for he ſays, that they prove 
from the Right Heirs being living, that 
Athalsah was an Ufurper, and had no 
Legal Right tothe Throne, plainly 1m- 
plying, that if he had been dead, ſhe 
had not been an Uſurper, and would 
have had a Legal Right to the Throne; 
2nd he tells us that an Uſprper 1s 
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ſuch a one as hath no Legal Right ta 
the Throne. And fo the Dr. muit 
grant me that a Legal Right may be 
conveyed as well, by the Death, as by 
the Cetfion of the Right Heir. But 
then all his impertinent diſtinction va- 
niſhes, when he talks before, of Legal 


with reſpett to the Law of nature, the Vindiec, 
and the Laws and p, 11. 


Lai - nations , 
Conſtitutions of a particular Nation, 
and (ſaith he) in this laſt ſenſe, Legal 
u underſtood by all men who under 
ſtand themſelves, in this controverſie 
of Legal Powers, that thoſe only are 
Legal Powers, who have the rightful 
Authority of Government , accordin 

to the Laivs and Conſtitutions of the 
Kingdom which they govern : Now I 
ſuppoſe the Dr. will take it ill if I ſhould 
ſay he does not underſtand himſelf ; and 
therefore by Legal he means Legal ac- 
cording to the Conſtitutions of the 
Kingdom, then I bope whatever he had 
ſaid before, he will not now think it 
ſo great a blunder for me to aſfert that 
a Right to a Government, may be ac- 
quir'd by the Death or Ceflion of the 
Right Heir, for we are to ſuppoſe the 


Dr. underſtands himſelf, and has clear. Vindic. 
and diſtin notions of what he writes, Þ. 11. 


tho he will not allow it to his Anſwer- 
er, when he fays the ſame things that 
he does. But then I doubt half the for- 
mer part of his book will come to no- 
thing ; for I had afferted that all the Go- 
vernments the Convocation requires and 
juſtifies obedience to, had acquir'd ſuch 
a Right ; which the Dr.'does not dif- 
prove, but falls a diftinguiſting between 
the Laws of Nature, Nations, and a 
new Law never . heard of before; the 
Law of force, which it ſeems does 
more than all other Laws, for it cancels 
the obligation of them all. And then 


tells me pon theſe terms he may agree Vindic, 
with me, whereas now he hath agreed p, 16, 


the point upon my own terms; and fo 
hath confuted all that he faid before z 
for if a Legal Right tg a Government 
v7 


by thoſe means may be acquir'd, it all 
the Gercrnments the Convocation ju- 
{irfirs obedience to, had' ſuch a Right, 
it a'l the Governmeiits they juſtife the 
refiftance ol, had not ſuch a Right, 
then the UiſtinEtion 1s between Right 
and no Right, and then by a thorough 
Settlement, they do mean the acquiſi- 
tion of a Legal Right, and cinnot 
mean uſurped Powers ; which (accord. 
ing to the Dr. himſelf ) have no Legal 
Right (if men underſtand themſelves) 
tho perhaps they may have ſomething 
or other no body knows what, by the 
Laws of Nature, Nations, or Force. 

2. The Dr. ſays, the Convocation 
does not offer to juſtifie the proceedings 
of Fehorada, and the People againit 
Athaliab, by ſaying, that the Right 
Heir of the Kingdom was alive. Now 
the Dr. tells me, that becauſe I had ſaid 
this, I make very bold with the Con- 
vocation ; -and I ſhall leave it with the 
Reader who makes more bold with the 
Convocation I that had ſaid they give 
that as a Reaſon to juſtifie the proceed- 
ings, or the Dr. who ſays they do not : 
In this Chapter, after having recited the 
Uſurpation of Arthaliah, the preſerva- 
tion of the Rightful Prince, the Sub- 
jets owning, anointing him, and de- 
poſing and ſlaying Athalzah ; add, * in 
* ll the procefs of which aCtion, nothing 
* was done.cither by Fehozada the High 
© Prieſt, or by the Reſt of the Princes 
* and People of Fudah and Benjamin, 
*which God himſelf did not require at 
* their hands. And to this they add 
immediatly, Joaſh their late Kings Son 
being then thear only natural Lord and 
Sovereign, altho Athaliah kept him for 
fix years from the Poſſeſſion of bus 
Kingdom. And if they do not give 
this as the reaſon of the whole, I wiſh 
the Dr. would tell me what they give it 
for. But (ſays the Dr.) they on'y prove 


by ths, that She was an Uſurper, who 
had no Legal Right to the Throne, the 
Right Heir being living : Now it 1s 
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certain, that this proved her an Uſur- 
per; but did not the Devine Entail 
prove her an Uſurper alſo ? that furely 
1s the direct proof of it, and the ground 
and reaſon why the other proves 1t. The 
ſame Law that declared the Right to be 
in Foaſh, declared Athaliahs to be U- 
ſurpation. And why I wonder, ſhould 
the Right Heirs being living any more 
declare, that She had no Legal Right 
to the Throne, than the Entail of the 
Crown did ; and when his being alive, 
and being their natural Prince, declared 
it ſo only by virtue of that Entail. And 
I defire the Dr, to tell me, how Foaſh's 
being alive prov'd Athaltzah to be an 
Uſurper, any otherwiſe .than that the 
Crown of Fudah was entail'd on Da- 
vid's poſterity. But then what means 
this trifling nicety 2 why truely the Dr. 
was afraid leait his beloved Uſurpation 
ſhould ſuffer ; And therefore adds,that 
he believes I will own that they are two 
very different Queſtions, whether ſuch 
a Prince be an Uſurper, and whether 
he may be depos'd and murdered; mur- 
dered is a very hard word, and I do not 
care to meddle with it ; the Convoca- 
tion calls it ſlaying, and I think (with 
the Drs. leave) there is ſome difference 
between ſlaying and murdering ; and a 
little more than there is between the 
Right of an Heir, and the Entail that 
makes that Right. But to gratifie him 
I do own, that whether a Prince be an 
Uſurper, and whether he may be depo- 
ſed and lain are two different Queſti- 
ons; but I ſay likewiſe, that whether 
an Uſurper may be depofed and flain 
when the Right Heir 1s living, 1s but 
one Queſtion, ani! ſuch a Queiiion too, 
as the Convocation makes no difficulty 
to anſwer nor any Au:hor of note, that 
I have met with befiles, in any Age 
who as far as my re:ding ſerves, Civili- 
ans, Hittortans, Divines, have all una- 
nimoully ailerted, that an Uſurper may 
be depoled ; ar:d let any man conſult, 
Barclay, Reffenſis, Biſhop Avb:t, Su- 


litiffe, 
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bffe, Widdring tm, or any other Au- 
thor that anſwers Be/larmin with reſ- 
pect to this inſtance ; and he will find 
thit the Reaſon they all give to juſtifie 
Athaliahs depoling, was that She was 
an Uſurper. 


And here I ſhall renew my requeſt to 
the Dr. and detire him to ſhew me any 
one approved Author of any Age, that 
ever aflerted, that Tyrannus ſine Titulo 
might not be depos'd, or if he cannot 
do it himſelf, that he will requeſt that 
learned Pen he tells me of, that is to 
inform me of the ſenſe of the Primitive 
Chriſtians; for it 15 no great credit to 
this Doctrine, that it hath had no bet- 
ter Patrons than Goodwin, Fenkins, &c. 
and only trump'd up to ſerve the vileſt 
purpoſes ; and from that time to this 
hath not had one ſingle Afſertor, 'till 
it is now tranſmigrated to Dr, Sher- 


lock. 


T had further ſaid, that the Convoe 
cation thought of no ſuch difference, 
but that a thorough Settlement of a 
Government, (and tho attained by the 
ſame ill means) was the ſame thing,and 
had God's Authority in Fudah as well as 
any other Nation ; as in the inſtances of 
the Babylomans, Macedonians, and 
Romans, whoſe Government over the 
Fews was not attained by honeſter 
means than Athaliahs; and was as 
much contrary to the Entail upon Da- 
vid's houſe, as hers, and yet they juſti- 
fie and require obedience to them, but 
juitifte the (laying of her ; and there- 
fore it 1s plain, that by a thorough Set- 
tlement they do not mean a full Poflef- 
fion of Power, [| for (what the Dr. 

' bath left out) Athalzah had as full Poſ- 
fron of Power | in the Kingdom of Fu- 
dah as had the Babylontans, Macedo- 
nians, or Romans ; nor do they reckon 
God's Entail upon David's poſterity 
any ground of difference in this matter, 


for the Government of Fudah by the 
Babylonians, was as much contrary to 
that Entail, as the Government of 4s 
thaliah, 


Now (ſaith the Dr.) all this is. an- 
ſwer'd in one word, The Entail God 
made upon David's poſt erity did always 
oblige the Jews,when they were at their 
own choice, and had power enough to 
take the King, on whom God had en- 
tail'd the Crown, which was evidently 
their caſe, when Jehotada anointed Jo- 
aſh and flew Athaliah ; but when they 
were under force (as they were under 
the Babylonians, Macedonians, and Ro- 
mans) no Entail tho made by God him- 
ſelf could bind them. And then I hope 
ic will be granted, that no Humane 
Entails can bind any People, who are 
under force, if a Divine Entail cane 
not do it. 


To this I anſwer, This is no anſwer to 
the main point ; the Queſtion is whe- 
ther in the ſenſe of the Convocation, a 
thorough Settlement (by what means 
loever attained) did not oblige the Sub- 
jects of Fudah to obedience as much 
as in any other Country ; and tho con- 
trary to the Entail on David's polte- 
rity 3 and it is plain they thought fo, for 
they urge the very ſame duties of Obe- 
dience and Non-refiftance to the Baby- 
lonians and the Romans, as they do to 
the Kings of David's Family. The 
Babylomans and Romans, when their 
Government was throughly ſetled as 
mong them, their Authority was as fa- 
cred and 1rrefiitable as Foaſh's, or any 
other of their Kings who were fo by the 
Divine Entail; and let the Dr. if he can, 
ſhew me any one duty of Subjects,which 
they require as due to the Kings of Fu- 
dal; by the Divine Entail ; which they 
do not alſo require as equally due to the 
Babylonians, and Romans, which 1s 
clear to a Demonſiration, that they 

H thought 
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thought of no ſuch difference in this 
matter. but that a thorough Settlement 
11 the Kingdom of Judah was the ſame 
thing,and every Way as valid as in any 0- 
ther Country. And the Inference is 
plain, that therefore whatever polſefſion 
of Power Athaltah had, and whatever 
ſubmiſſon there was of the People to 
her 'for that the Dr. 1s refoly'd to ſup- 
poſe) they did not mean that to be the 
thorough Settlement. which has God's 
Authority, and to which obedience 1s 
due ; for they urge obedience and non- 
reliftance to the Babylonzans and Ro- 
mans , but juſtifie the depoſing and 
flaying of At/airah, But to this (which 
is the main Queltion) the Dr. ſays not 
one word, and all that he ſays 1s, that 
when they were at their own choice and 
had power, they were bound to take the 
King on whom God entail'd the Crown, 
but when they were under force, no En- 
tail tho made by God himſelf could bind 
them. And what is all this to the Con- 
vocation ſpeaking of a thorough Set- 
tlement, withGut any reſpect to the dit- 
ference between Divine and Humane 
Entails * what if the Dr. (to fave a bet- 
ter anſwer) has found a difterence be- 
tween chorce and force ? The Convoca- 
tion takes as little notice of this dittin- 
Ction, asit does of the other : But the 
Dr. hath an extraordinary faculty at di= 
{tinguiſhiag 3 when the caſe of Atha- 
liah and Foaſk preiſes him, then he 1s 
for dittinguiſhing between Dz vine and 
Humane Entails; and Atha/zah might 
be depos'd and (lain, becauſe She was 
an Uſurper again|t a Divine Entail, and 
her Government was a nutty when the 
Right Heir appear'd ; when he is preſs'd 
with the inſtances of the Rabz/onians 
and Romans, who (according to him) 
were likewiſe Uſurpers againſt the ſame 
Divine Entail, then he 1s for diltinguiſh- 
ing between c->oice and force, when 
they are at their own chuice and have 


power, they are oblig'd to take the 
King by God's Entail, when under 
force Goa*s Entail does not bind them. 
So that this lalt diſtinction hath caten 
up the former, and the whole matter is 
reſolved into force, it they had power, 
then the Government of the Uſurper 
was at anend, and a nullity ; and they 
were bound to proſecute and depoſe the 
Uſurper : But if they had not Power, 
the Uſurpers was a very good Govern- 
ment, and ought to be obeyed for Con- 
ſcience ſake. And ſo weare furniſhed 
with admirable meaſures of Obedtence 
and Government, if they have Power 


| they are bound in Conſcience to relil 


and depoſe, it they are under force they 
are bound in Conlcience to ſubmit and 
obey, ſo that either way the Rule of 
Conſcience is not a Divine Entatil, but 
only force. But then I wonder what 
the Dr. will ſay to that manifelt diffe- 
rence that was between the Uſurpation 
of Athaliah, and the Government of 
the Babylontans and Romans : They 
were plainly under force all the fix years 
of Athaliahs Uſurpation z and how 
came it to paſs, that that would not 
make them Her Subjects, and her Au- 
thority as irrefiſtable as that of the o- Vindic, 
ther ? if force would do it, why would p. 13. 
not Athaliahs force effect it as well, as 
Nebuchadne;zars or the Roman force ? 
Athaltahs force indeed was the force 
of the Kingdom, and the Baby/ontans 
was a foreign force ; but I ſuppoſe the 
Dr. does not care to make that a ditte- 
rence, and he expreſly affirms the con- 
trary, for private Subjetts, when the 
Prince and Government of the Nation 
# violently changed,and they are unde 


force, force will juſtifie ſubmiſſion, and 


then it is much the ſame thing from 
what quarter the force com?s, And 
why then would not the force coming 
from Athaliahs quarter, do the ſame 
thing and take oii the binding Power of 
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the Divine Entai!, as well as when it 
came from the Babylomſh quarter ? 
And why were not they Athalrahs Sub- 
jects, as well as to the Kings of Baby- 
{-1, and her Authority as wrefiitable ? 
The Nation, the Laws, the Entails, 
were the fame, and there was force in 
one Cie 2s well as the other ; why tru- 
ly there was this diflerence that Atia- 
liz was an Uſurper, and the Kings of 
B*bzlon were none. And it the Dr. can 
find any other ditterence, he would do 
well to ſhew 1t. 


Well ! however that be let us ſee 
what kind of Subjects this Doctrine 
makes of the Fews to the Baby ©- 
nians and Romans. He tells us, 
Kings ſet up by providence 1n Kings 
doms, ſubjett to a Divine Entatl, 
may be ani are depoſed , whenever 
the Right Heir afpears, though they 
had all the- Rights and Settlement 
of the Regal Power before : Now 
the Doctor owns that the Baby/0- 
vians and Romans were ſet up by 
Providence over Fudah, in a King- 
dom Subject to a Divine Entall 
and therefore according to this Do- 
Ctrine they might be, and were depo- 
ſed upon the appearance of the Right 
Heir as well as Athaliah ; I ſpeak it 
with the Doctor's limitation, ſuppo- 
fing they had power enough to de- 
poſe them, ( for we are not to ſup- 
pole the Subjects of Fudah cou!d 
do more than they had power to do) 
But then wherein lay that dreadful 
gilt of Perjury, and Rebellion of 
Jea2:ah (o leverely taxed and threat- 
ned in Scripture * not with reſpect 
to the Kyghts and Settlement of Ne- 
buchadnezzar ; tor the DoCtor tells 
us Kings ſet up by providence, may 
be and are depoſed though they had 
all the Rights and Settlement of the 
Regal Power before ; not with re- 


ſpect to the Oath which he had tak- 
en to Nebuchadnezzar ; for the Do- 
Ctor tells us again, that 2 O75 can 
oblige azain/t a Divine Entai! ; and 
therefore it was only for the want 
of Power, and the dreadfu! account 
the Scripture gives us of the Perjury 
and Rebellion of Jedekza/> 3 and whic!1 
was followed with fach a remark «ble 
vengeance; and lixewiſe thole frequent 
Rebellions of the Fews, and that 
Pharzſaica! (pit of Rebellion fo 
juilly taxed by the Convocation, and 
by the Doctor too (though ridicu- 
louſly applied) it ſeems the only tault 
and guilt of them was, their fool; 
attempting without fufficieat Powe! 

for it they had power enough they 
might not only lawfully but they 
were bound to do it; for he tells 
us ellewhere, though God may je /2r 
ſometimes to fet a Providential Kang 
upon the Throne, yit whenever he 
nominates a new King, or diſcovers 
the Right Heir to whom the Crown 
belonzs by a Divine Entail ; the 
Reign of ſich Providential Kings ts 
at an end, and the Subjefts may 
and ought to depoſe and kill them ; 
That 1s as he ſays before, whenever 
God # pleaſed to put it into their 
Power to place him (the Right Heir) 


- 
_ 


P. 3£ 


on the Torone ; \o that it ſeems the 


ſews were rare Subjects all this while, 
and this an admirable Scheme of Obe- 
dience, may men (wear Allegiance to 
a Prince, and tye themſelves to him 
by all the ſacred Bonds potfible, and 
then” ſo ſoon as they have Power , 
depoſe and kill him * nay are as 
much bound in Conſcience , 
him when they have Power, as they 
were to {wear to him when they 
had none ; which 1s an extraordinu= 
ry account of Fidelity and Allegt- 
ance. and very fit tor an extraordina- 


ry Hypothetts, 
it 3 


to Kill 
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But here the Dr. 1s hard put to it, and 
wotully contradicts hiznſelf ; in the Caſe 
of Athaliah the Divine Entail is ſet np, 
and 1s to anſwer all Arguments; and 
then when the Ri2ht Hear appears the 
Reign of ſuch providentia! Kings # at 
an end,and the Subjet1s may and ought 
to deprſe and killthem : And he faysit 
yet further with this Circumſtance, tho 
they had all the Rights and Settlement 
of the Regal power before, c. So that 
in that Caſe neither Rz2hbts nor Sert'e- 
ments, nor any thing elſe, 1s valid a- 
gainſt a Divine Entail, but the Uſurper 
1s to be depoſed and killed. But now 
in the Caſe of the Babylonian (the 
Drs. Uſurpers too, to all intents and pur- 
poſes as much as Athaliah, and a little 
more;for according to him,they were U- 
ſurpers both againſt a Divine Law,and a 
Divine Entail force 1s to do the buſineſs, 
and the Divine Entail it ſelf ſignifies 
nothing at all, nor 1s of any validity a- 
gainſt that. For fays he, when they 
were under force, (as they were under 
the Babylor:ians, Macedonians, and Ro- 
mans ) 0 Entail, tho made by God 
himſe!f could bind them. 1 have but 
one thing more to add,that this again is 
as flat a contradiction, and in expreſs 
terms to what he ſays in his Ca/e of 4!- 
legiance as ever I met with : For he 
tells us upon this very matter, That the 
Prophet Jeremy's argument 1s propheſie, 
or an expreſs command from God t9 
ſubmit to the King of Babylon ; and 
there was great Reaſon for m1 expreſs 
command from God at that time, and 
I pray obſerve his reaſon : Becauſe h:m- 
ſe'f had entail'd the Kingdom on Da- 
vid's Poſterity, and therefore without 
an expreſs command from God, they 
could not ſubjet themſelves to any 0= 
ther Prince, while any of that Fam.) 
were living. So that 1t ſeems, then 
force nor any thing elſe wouldJuſtifie 
their ſubmiflion without an expreſs 
command, but the Drs. buſineſs now 1s 


to anſwer objections, and if that can- 
not be done without contradicting him- 
ſelf, who can help it, that is the fault of 
the objection. 

2. My (ſecond Reaſon againſt the uſe 
the Dr. makes of his diſtinCtion was, 
that the Drs. Arguments will equally 
juſtifie ſubmiſſion to Athaliah in the 
Kingdom of Fudah, notwithſtanding 
ſuch Entail as to any Uſurper in any 
other Nation. 

To this the Dr. replies, el! 2 and 
ſuppoſe he can prove it, what then ? 
why then I have proved what I intended 
to prove, and that is, that the uſe the 
Dr. makes of this diſtinCtion 1n the pre- 
ſent caſe is impertinent and trifling, as 
we ſhall ſee preſently ; But ſaith the 
Dr. Did I ever deny, that it was laws- 
full to (ubmit to Athaliah whale She 
was poſſeſſed of the Throne, and the 
true Heir concealed * Now I do not 
know what the Dr. means by denying, 


Anſw, 


perhaps he may have ſome diſtinCtion | 


in reſerve to ſalve the buſineſs, and if 
he have let us ſee it, in the mean time 
he hath expreſly affirmd the contrary, 
and that I think is denying it. In his 
Caſe of Allegiance, he tells us, that 


God himſelf had entail'd the Kingdom Cfs of 


of Judah 3 and therefore nothing could A!ep, 


Juſtifie their ſubmiſſion to an Vſurper, P. 35s 


when the Kings Son was found; and 
he further ſays in the ſame place, that 
Subjets are bound to adhere to their 
Prince of Gods chuſins when he :s 
known, and to perſecute all Vſurpers 
to the utmnſt, and never ſubmut to 
their Government, And this I think 
is denying it with a witneſs, for if 1+ 
thing could juſtifie their ſubmiſſion to 
an Ufurper, and if they were bound 
never to ſubmit to their Government, 
then I think it is plain enough, that 1: 
was not lawful for them to ſubnut to 
Athaliah, while She was poſlefſed of 
the Throne. The Drs. limitation here, 
and the true Heir conceal'd, and wen 
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5 
tz Kyngs Son was frund, ard when the 
Right Heir was knots, ſignifies nothing, 
for he plainly fays li re, If any one 
ſfould be condemn'd for it, Jehoiad; 
was the man, who knew that Toa ſh was 
living ; and yet for ſix years together 
while he tb ouzht fit to conceal the ſe 
cret, he (ubmitted} ymſeif to Athalia\, 
and ated under her Authority, and 
neither blames himſelf, nor any of the 
Nation for doing fo : Now I hope, 
that when the Kings Son was found, 
and when the Riz The Heir was known, 
what force ſoever it might have __ 
reſpect to the ret of the Subjects, 1 
could have none with reſpect to Fehoz. 
ada, (for he that hid him need not be 
told where to find him ; ) And then it 
follows if nothing would juſtifie their 
ſubmiſſion to an Uſurper, when the 
Kings Son was found, then rthing 
would juſtifie the ſubmitſion of Fehoz- 
ada to Athaliah ; it Subjects when the 
Prince of God's chuting was known, 
were bound zever to ſubmut to the U- 
ſurpers Government , then Fehozada 
who knew that Prince, was bound ne- 
ver to ſubmit to Aebalzah, but then 
what becomes of the ſubmifſion that he 
now talks on, and in the next Page f.iys 
it is certain they ouzht to be juſtified 
in it, 1.e. It 1s certam the Dr. contra- 
dicts himfelt ; tor that nothing can j1- 
ſtifte ſubmiſſion, and they ought to he 
1/lifted in their ſubmititon, 1s as Fat 
a contradiction as words can make. But 
the Dr. had forgot what he (aid before 
and who can help that. But methinks 
he that is more atraid of other mes 11- 
yentions than their memories, ny a 
little fear his own memory, and not 
ſay b e never deny'd that, vi 4 ch he hath 
Hatly deny'd.in the preſent controvert:e, 
and in the preſent cate. 

But ſaith the Dr. Does /e find in Scri- 
pture, tat the Jews are condemn'd 
for ſubmitting all this while to Atha- 
lah? No truly 1 do not find it, and 


$4 


does the Dr. find im Scripture, that theY 
did ſubmit to her, fo as to become her 
SubjeCts 2 When the Dr. finds that. it 
Is time enough for me to {ind the other, 
and that I ſuppoſe will be a gaod while 
firſt ; but tho it is not to be found 

Scripture, I can te!l him where he may 
find it, and that is in Bellarm: _ and 
as far as I know he will be h:rd put 
to 1t to find it any where bef les. 
Be/larmin indeed ſays it, but with a 
little more modeſty than the Doctor 
He does not fay they did ſubmit, 


ale eſt) ts credible, that the Peo- 
ple approv'd her Reign by their conſent, 
and e/ ſpect 'ly when ail the Kings Sons 


were thourhbt to be dead.” But Biſhop * 


That po 


Buckeriege roundly anſwers , 
without all Authorit y or Re, ſon Bl 


larmin had - only. fergned this conſent * 
ng 


out of Is o1n head.” 


£ 
At length the Dr. tells me, I miſtake 


the Queſtion, that is a new Queltion 
not put before in his former book ; 
ws not (faith he) enough for veawe's W 
prove, that my Arguments wall jul? 
fie ſubmiſſion to Athali ah , wile She 2 
Was in the Poſſeſſion of the Throne, 
and of the power of the Kine dum : for 
let the entail be what t wil!, a Die 
vie or Humane Entatl ; it is altvavs 
lawful to ſubmit to porrer : (tho he 
had de-ny'd it betore) But the Queſtion 
15, whether my arguments g1ve as tt- 
ſiRable Authority to Athaliah, who 
»d the Throne contrary to a Divine 
Entai!, as they ao to other Kings de 
tacto have a cre of calling them U- 


4. 
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ſu-pers) who are throughly ſetled 
their Torones, contrary tro meer Leo a! 
Rirhts, and Humane Entails ; if they 
proved thi, I ſhould confeſs my argu- 
ments ivere n-ngvt, As Proving tO 
m'ich, 


Now it might be ſufficient here to 
obſerve, that the Dr. grants me. that 


11s arguments will :qually juſtifie fub- 
miitior 


and 
they ought to be juſtihed in it, but (cre- * 
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mi{ſion ro Atha/;ah as to any Uſurpers : 
and if his arguments give irrchiſtable 
Authority to an Uſvrper, and if they 
equally juſtifie Submithon to A4thaliah 
as to any other Uſurper, then they 
eq4/'y give to her irceiiſtable Autho- 
rity, Bur what they giverto her, and 
whether his Arguments be nzught, we 
ſha!l (ce preſently, 

Bur icſt I ſhould miſtake, the *0- 


\Qor tcils me again, The Queſtion be 


tween 1:5 is, Or ought to be this, if I in- 
tend to oppoſe him (thzr is him now, not 
bim in the Caſe of Alleg. ) not whe 
ther the Jews might lawſily ſubmit to 
Athaliah while in the Throne, for this I 
grant (now) th:y might lawfully dos 
but whither they having ſo ſubmitted, and 
ſhe bting thoroughly ſetled in the Throne, 
(for that our Author will ſppoſe, tho I 
ſuppoſe and prove the contrary) zt 
were not as wilawſul upon my Principles 
for the Jews to ſet up Joaſh and to bill 
Athaltah 4s zt is for-any other people to 
depoſe and murther a King de facto, 
whoſe Government # throughly ſettled 4- 
mong them, 

What is it thar the Pogor would 
have me to do? Weuld he have me 
prove this according to bis Principles ? 
I beg his pardon for that, except 1 
was better aſſur'd what his Principles 
are: about this very mattcr he hath 
one Principle in his Cafe of Reſiſtance, 
another in his Caſe of A\egiance, and 
another in his Vindication of that caſe, 
and perhaps he may have yer another 
in his next book ; and would he have 
me prove things by Prophecy ? How 
can I divine what his Principles are, or 
will be ? nor perhaps he himſelf: it is 
enough in all Conſcience that 1 have 
prov'd that his Arguments equally ju- 
ſtife ſubmiſſion to A4thalith as to any 
Ulurper, according to what he hath 
deliver'd in his Caſe of Alleg. tho 1 
do not prove it according to various 
and changeable Principles, which are 
one thing to day, and another ro mor- 
row, And that I have ſo done, wall 


appear upon the Examination, 

I had infiſted upon two, H's Argu- 
ment from I'rovid«nce, and from rhe 
neceſſity of Government {or the pre. 
ſervation of humane Sactcty-. 

1. His Argument» from | rovidence, 
Theſe / 1 ſaid ) equally fit 4th27ah, 
and ſhe had the ſame prereni:ons to 
Providence as any other Uſurper hath 
or can have, and which I proved from 
the Dottor's own account of Provt- 
dence, and ſhew'd that they were as 
applicable to Athaliah as to any other 
Uturper. And this the Dottor gives 
us in ſhort, and ſays, The ſin of all be 
ſays (i. e. all that the Dottor hath a 
mind to anſwer, for that he hath nor 
ſum'd up what is moſt material will 
appear preſently) z this, That atcore 
dirg to my Principles Athaltah was pla- 
ced in the Throne by God, by his Counſel, 
Decree, Order, and peculiar Order. well, 
(ith he) 1 muſt own it, for I know none 
but God who can advance to the Throne, 
ar1l kbuow no more hurt an owning that 
God texaited Arhaliah to the Throne, than 
that be exalted Baaſha who ſlew Nadab 
the ſon of Jeroboam ana, reigned in his 
ſiead ; and God by his Prophitt tells Baaſha, 
I exalted thee out of the duſt, and made 
thee France over my People Iſrael, 1 King. 
16, 2. | But tho the DoQor knows no 
more ht in ir, I hope he knows, there 
is a great deal of difterence, for Baaſha 
was a rightful King, and no Uſurper, 
and /thaliah was an Uſurper, and no 
rightful Queen, and (if the Door 
pleaſe) no Queen at all. A very per- 
tinent compariſon ! The Queſtion is 
concerning an Uſurper, and the Do- 
Ror proves it by an inſtance of a right. 
ful King; as if, Becauſe i: js ſaid of 
Bzzſha who was a rightful King, that 
God exalted him, and made him a 
Prince over his People; therefore 
Athaliah and every other Uſurper if by 
God's Providence they can pet poſſel- 
fon of the Throne, God makes Kings 
and Queens of them too, An admi- 
rable conſequence ! The Scripture af- 

firms 
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firms of a rightful King, thar God ex- 
alred and made him a Prince, and 
the Dodor affirms the ſame of an 
Uſurper, tho the Scripture ſays no ſuch 
thing of 4th2/iah, or any other Uſur- 
per. God permitted them to he 
Uſurpers, but he never made them 
Kings or Queens; and if God had 
made Athaliah a Queen, I wonder 
how the right Helr and the People 
ſhould unmake her again? If God gave 
her his Authority, which way ſkculd 
the People rake it away again. But 
as inconſequent as this is, the Door 
has ir over and over, pag. 50, He (ays 
Athaliah was God's providential Queen 
tho an Uſurper, as much as Baaha 
was God's King. And how does he 
prove it ? why God himſelf by 1s 
Prophet ſays the one, and the Dofor 
ſays the other, 

This fingle inftance, 1f men would 
conſider it without prejudice and par- 
tiality, would be ſuthctent ro derer- 
mine the Controverlie., Pa-/;4 rais'd 
himſelf to the Throne of Trae! by as 
}I means as Athali2h uſurp'd the Throne 
of Judah. Bur Braſha was a righttul 
King and ought to have been obey'd, 
and Athalith was an Uſurper 2nd ought 
to have been depos'd; and the reaion 
of this difference is manifeſt, becauic 
the Crown of 7444 was emtail'd, but 
the Crown of 7//ael was nor, and the 
poſſeſſion of the Throne by Athal4) 
was in prejudice of the right Heir, burt 
the Poſſeflion by Baaſha In Trae! was 
not, for no perſon had a berter right 
to jr than himſelf, And this is a p'ain 
Anſwer to that tedious Account the 
DoRor gives in the two nexr Pages of 
the difference between the Kingdoms 
of 744ah and 1fae! after the diviſion 
of the ten Tribes ; whereas the plain 
difference 1s, that the one was heree 
ditary and not the other ; and there- 
fore in 1yae! poſſefſhion of the Crown 
gave a Right to ir, for there was no 
better Right againſt ir, but in 7444) it 
did not ; and this ſecms the rruc rea- 


ſon why the Convocation mention d 
the rignt Heir of that Kingdom being then 
living, 1.e, there was a plain and vi. 
ſible Right in being againſt the Poſleſe 
ſor, and which they were hound ta 
own and fiand by what poſlefſion (o- 
ever ag Uſurper hid goto? the Throne; 
And this 1s a ſufficient Anſiver to what 
he ſays in the next papes: bur there is 
one thing more deſerves to be caken 
notice of, and that is the Reaſon he 
gives of the difterent behaviour of Dg- 
vid and 7ehs becauſe $24! was a King 
by God's nomination, and 7oram only 
a providential King. His words are, 
Thus is the Reaſon of the different benavui- 
047 of David 1:4 Jehu, David w.rs 4- 
nointed as well 73 chu, but be never 
pretended to the Grown while Saul lived 
becauſe there was thin an anointed King 
on the Throne : but thy was not Joram', 
Ceſr, he "44 no move than a providenti -! 
Right, which in th? Kingdom of lirae! 
mu't give place to God's anointing, and 
therefore Jehu was King of Iſrael as ſpon 
as he wus anointe4, and Joram was his 
ſubje#. This is a pure Keaſon; ax if 
God by tis nomination of a perſon, 
had diveſted hiniſclf of the Riglit of 
nominating another in his life-time, if 
he had ſo pleaſed; and if the mere 
nomination is a Reaſon againſt anorher 
nomination, why is not the ſetting up 
a king by providence a rcafon of nor 
ſercing up another by providence in 
the life=!1me of the factt King, for there 
is no more difference between Nomi- 
nation and Nomination than there is 
between Providence and Providence. 
I know the Dogor ſays, that when God 
nominated any King, it was always for 
lije, bat rhar Is ſaid withour proof, tor 
where does he find ſuch a Clauſe in the 
gifr, that they ſhould be Kings during 
life. Burt the true Reafon of the dif- 
ferent behavicur of Davi4 and 7h: 
was not becauſe S'2y! was an anoinred 
King, and 70-47 a piovidenrial King 
nor yet from tier herng boch anotne- 
ed, for the DoQur inay had that long 
befor” 
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before this time (of Fliſha's com- 
manding the anointing of 744) char 
God had commanded E 31h to anoint 
H i74e! King of $;ria and 7eby King of 
Ijrae!, which if Elijah obey'd (as there 
Is no great doubt of it) both Hazae! 
and 7:14 were anointed 20 years be- 
fore they vere aftual Kings, tho Ben- 
badal of Syriz and Ahab of ,frarl were 
according to the Door providemtial 
Kings, and therefore they did not im- 
inediately enter into poſicfſion by ver- 
rue of their being anointed, or becauſe 
the Kings into whoſe places they were 
to ſucceed were providential Kings 
bur David was anoinred not as Kin- in 
preſent, bur as Succeſſor ro $221, as 
the Convocation intimate, and Pex at 
this ſecond anointing (if he w2s anoin- 
ted before, as the command of God to 
Elijah ſeems to import, and as many 
learned men believe) was anointed 
King at preſent, and appointed fo for 
a particular end, to deſtroy the family 
of Ahab. And the Text js expreſs, 
Thus ſaith the Lord, 1 have anoznied thee 
King over Iſrael, and thou ſhalt ſmite the” 
houſe of Ahab thy Maſter, &c, So that 
together with his nominatlon, and 
anointing ar that time, he had a com- 
mand from God, and which he was 
immediately to put in execution, and 
God gave him accordingly Power and 
Authoriry to fulfill jr : bur nor che 
leaft intimation cf the DoRor's fancy, 
becauſe Joram ws a providential King, 
or becauſe a providential Right in the 
Kingdom of Iſrael was to give place to 
Goa's anointing ; for whatever Right 
there-was in the Kingdom of 744ah or 
any other Kingdom, it, was to give 


The DoAtor adds, And what dots bt 
prove from this ? That according to the 
DoRor's Principles Athaliah was pli- 
ced in the Throne by God, by his 
Council, Decree, Order, and peculiar 
Order : That is what I prove. © Now 
* Athaliah (ſays he) had the aQual 
© adminifira'ion of ſovereign Power, 
© and therefore according to the Uo- 
* Qor, ſhe was Qycen by God's Au- 
© thoricy, tho not by the Law of the 
© Land, and Allegiance muſt be due 
ro her as well as to any other; and 
* all the Do@or's Arguments are as 
© concluſive and valid for Submiſſion 
© to Athaliah as for ſubmiſſion to any 
© body elſe, 

To this the DoRor replies, Grant 
all this, and what then ? Why then the 
DoRotr's Arguments are loſt by hls 
own confeſſion ; for but fifreen lines 
before he ſays, that I ſay his Arguments 
will equally ſerve Athaliah as any other 
King or Queen 4e fatto, and he fays, 
if they will, he will give them up for loſt. 
Bur ſays he, hy then this "obifes tht 
ſubmiſſion of the Jews to Athallah while 
ſhe was poſſeſs'd of the Throne and no 14ght 
Heir appear'd. But if he would bave 
concluded any thing to tht purpoſt, be 
ſhould have ſaid, And therefore it was 
unlawful for Jel.olada to have anointed 
Joaſh, and to have killed Athaliah, 
But what need was there for me to 
have concluded that? I was diſputing 
againſt the uſe the Door then made 
of this Diſtin&ion, and for that purpoſe 
it was ſufficient to ſhew that his Argu- 
ments equally concluded for ſubmiiſi- 
on to Athaliah as for ſubmiſſion ro 
any other Uſurper ; for whatſoever he 


place to that, Bur jf men, without 
any warrant from the Text, and of 
their own heads, will be framing 


ſays now he had ſaid before from his Cafe 
Diſtinion that N thing would juſtifie alles 
their Submiſſion to an Uſurper, and they 35s 


Schemes from Scripture to ſerve a 
wre:ched Hypotheſis, it is no great 
wonder if humane Writings, ſuch as 
the Convocation Book , do not eſcape 
their corrupt Interpretations, and Ap- 
plications of ir to ſerve the fame 
end, But to return, 


were bound. never to ſubmit to their Go 
vernment when the right heir was found, 
I know he ſcems in many places of his 
Vindication to lay ſome ſtreſs upon 
the Kings ſon being found and known ; 
but in truth he means gothing by it, 

'cr 


( 57) 


for he equally ſuppoſes and juſtifies the 
ſubmiſſion of 7ehoiada, who knew of 
the right helir's being alive as well as 
the reſt of the Subje&s, who he ſup- 
poſes did nor know it, Burt I ſuppoſe 
the Door wou'd have had me to 
conclude againſt his Vindication before 
I ever thought of it or he himſelf, He 
tells me indeed, I miſtabe the uſe of his 
Diſtinftion which was not to prove that 
becauſe God had entail'd the Kingiom of 
Judah, &#c. that therefore the Subjetts 
might not ſubmit to any other Kings whom 
the providence of God plac'd on the Throne, 
for it _ from what I have already 
aiſcours'd, that they both atlually did and 
Iuwfully might ſubmit to ſuch providential 
Kings. Bur where 1 pray does this 
appear ? Not in the Caſe of Aleg. but 
if ir appears at all, "tis in the Vindica- 
tion of that Caſe; for he hath dif- 
cours'd nothing art all of it in the Caſe 
of Alleg, except ſaying they ought ne- 
ver to ſubmir, he proving they might 
lawfully fubmir, But it ſeems when 
I am diſcourſing: agaioſt the Caſe of 
Alleg. 1 do nor conclude to the pur- 
pole, except I conclude againſt the 
the Vindication, Bur after all, the Do- 
Qor perfe&ly miſtakes me, and makes 
me conclude before | have concluded ; 
for after reckoning his Arguments from 
Providence, I thus concluded with an 
Argument from the whole, * Bur if 
© theſe reaſonings be naught with re- 
© ſpe& to Athaliab, ſo they are alſo 
© with reſpe& to any other Uſurpati- 
© on; for if they be nor certain ſigns 
© of God's Decree and Council, that a 
© perſon (o poſle(s'd of the Throne, 
© ſhould be own'd as King, and ſubmlr- 
red to, then they arc no Rule for us; 
© if they are, then they are a Rule to 
© the Jews, and *tis mere trifling to 
* ralk of God's entailing the Crown, 
© as if God was ty'd any more to his 
* own Entails than he is to humane 
© Entails, and his own Decrees and Or- 
© ders, would not cut off his own En- 
© rails as well as thoſe of men, And 


this is the force of my Argument - 
gaioft him, And I believe it concludes 
to the purpoſe,or cle the Door would 
have given a better Anſwer to ir, and 
ſhew'd how 1t did not conclude ; bur 
inſtead of that, he tells us a long ſtory 
of the difference of the Kingdom of 
Fadah and 1frae! and other Kingdoms, 
and repeats his diſtin&ion over again, 


and then tells me, Had our Author con- Yindic, 
feder”d this he would not bave (aid, that p. gx. 


"tis mere trifling to talk of God's entail- 
ing the Crown, as if God was tytd any 
more, &c. Bur I have conſidered ir, and 
find no reaſon, but upon the ſame oc- 
cafion I might (ay it over again, and 
the Anſwer that follows is ſo very poor, 
that 1 wonder he ſhould chink chat 
by reaſon of ir, I ſhould be diſcourag'd 
in having ſald it, or find any reaſon to 
retraft It, For (ſays he) tho God may 
cut off his own Entails if he pleaſe, yet 
men cannat, Very good! and what 
then? And the mere events of Providence 
can never prove that he has done it, Me- 
thinks the Door that tells me 1 do 
not conclude to the purpoſe, ſhould have 
himſelf a little more concluded to the 
purpoſe, and the concluſion ought ro 
be this. And the Decrees and Orders 
of God cannor cut off his own Entails 
as well as thoſe of men. But when 
the DoRor :alks of perſons poſſeſſing 
the Throne by Providence, then It 
muſt be God's Counſel, Decree, Order 
end peculiar Order ; but when his Ar- 
guments are turn'd upon himſelf, then 
forſooth It muſt be the mere events of 
Providence, Bur this is diſguiſing ao 
Anſwer, and impoſing upon his Rea- 
ders ; Why did not he pur it into the 
ſame terms that he firſt propoſed it 
in, and which his Anſwerer urg'd up- 
on him, and wherein the Argument 
conſiſts, and then the vanity of his 
Anſwer would be evident: for tho all 
men know that the mere events of Pro- 
vidence can neyer prove that God by 
them has cut off his own Eantails, nor 
that he thereby hath cut off humane 

: Entails 
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Entai's (which the Dr. alſo owns,) but 
thar his Decrees , Orſers, and previiar 
Ordevs, cannot do It is another Qye- 
ſticon, and that which turns upon him, 
For the Queſtion is not, Whether the 
meve events of Providence can cut off dj- 
vine as well as humane Entails, bur 
whether the events of Providence ac- 
cording to his account of them, 3. e. 
Whether God's Decrets, Orders, and pt- 
61/ixr Orders, cannot cut them off? 
Foaſh had God's Ert.i! for his being 
King, and 4thaliah according to the 
Door had Goa's Decree, Orger, and 
peculiar Order, for her being Queen ; 
and if the world were to judge who 
had the beſt Title according to this 
account, Þ believe they would rather 
judge ir on the behalf of Atha!zah, and 
that God's peculiar Order, which was 
immediate and preſent, was to cake 
place before an Fntail that was made 
by him long before. Bur, ſalth the 
DoRor, we muſt never interpret provi- 
aential events '9 contraditt an expreſs 
Revelation. And this Is true enough 
according to the account that the world 
hath hitherto had of Providence, who 
have always believed that the events 
of Providence are no warrant to a& 
2gainſt a known duty, (and the Do. 
&or if he pleaſes may conſider It.) Bur 
the DoRor hath given quite another 
iccount of it; God's Providences are 
his O»ders and his peculiar Orders, which 
are to be taken notice of and obey'd 
as Rulcs of PraRice are evident and 
demonſtrative Declarations of his will 
ia order to praice. And TI cannot 
yery well ſee what more he can make 
of expreſs Revelations, The manner of 
notifying it indeed is nor the ſame, 
hat God's Will is the ſame, Is as ev\- 
den', and ought to be comply'd with 
as much as if it 11ad been expreſly re- 
veal'd. And ti}is I] had (ald, If the 
Poiſeſſion of the Throne by Proviaice be 
2 cltar and demonſtrative Evidence that 
ſuch a Perſon hath God's Authority, and 
that God would havt him obey'd as King 
*ben it is ſo notwithſtanding any Entact 


made by himſe!7, There is a differcacs 
between divine and humane Entails, 
bur the Queſtion is, Whether God's 
Orders are not as valid againſt his 
own Entails, as well as againſt humane 
Entails? And when there Is a plain 
manifeſtation of his Will, it does not 
as well ſuperſede the Rules made by 
himſclf,as ſer afide thoſe made by men ? 
And here I ſhall reſt it; If the Yoſo 
ſeſſion of the Throne by Providence 
be a demonftrative Evidence that God 
hath given the Crown to ſuch a Per- 
ſon, and that it is God's will he ſhould 
be own'd and obey'd as a King of his 
making, then Ir is ſo notwithſtanding 
any Entail made by himſelf ; "if ic be 
not ſuch an Evidence, then it is not 
ſo notwithſtanding humane Enrails. 
Burt there is one thing more I had 
mentlion'd from the Doctor which he 
hath here omitted, and I ſuppoſe for 
ſome good reaſon or other : from his 
DoRrine of Providence he had laid 
down this as one Propofition, That al/ 
Kings are equally rightful with reſpef} to Caſe of 
God, for thoſe are all rightful Kings who Alleg. p, 
are placed in the Throne by God, and it @s 14, 
impoſſible there ſhould be a wrong King, 
unleſs a man could make himſelf King wht 
they Goda will or no, This I had ap- 
ply'd to Athaliah, and f(ald, If al 
Kings, this ſurely Arhaliah among the 
reſt, and I only (yppos'd that Arthalfah 
could not do what was impoſſible, nor 
(if he had never ſo much mind to it ) 
could he make her ſelf Queen whether God 
would or no, But I add, then it fol- 
lows that Athaizah was a rightful Queen 
with reſpe& to God, nay ſhe was as 
£qually rightful with reſpe& to him as 
7oaſh himſelf, or as David or Solomon, 
for he ſays, That al Kings are equally 
rightful with reſpefÞ to God, Bur then I 
wonder how Athaliah who was a right- 
ful Queey with reſpe& to God, ſhould 


be otherwiſe with reſpe& to God's Er A 


rail, or that ſhe who was rightful Queen 
with reſpe& toGod, might juſtly be de- 
poſed and ſlain, with reſpe& to his En- 
tail, But the Dr, did not think fic o 

take 
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take notice of the mention T made of 
this Propoſition, and 1 ſuppoſe by this 
time theReader |: ſatisfied of the reaſon. 

But (fays the Dofor) This he know 

aid ed ag from my Principles, 1. e, 
the Door did nor ſay it was unlawful 
for Jeholada to have anointed Joaſh and 
to bave killed Athalith. And ft would 
be pretty ſtrange if he ſhould, Bur 
this follows from his Arguments; and 
that Is enough to ſhew their faultineſs. 
Bur I pray mark his Reaſon ; For (ſalth 
he) 1 expreſly diftinguiſh between Gods 
making Kings by a particular nomination 
as he made Kings in Jewry, axd entail- 
ed the Kingdom of Judah oz David's Po- 
ſerity, and his making Kings by bis Pro- 
wvidence, as he does in other Nations ; 
that is to ſay, the Door defends his 
Diſtinction by hls DiſtinRtion, I was 
here arguing againſt the uſe he made 
of his Diſtin&ion, and he tells me he 
expreſly diſtinguiſhes ſo, and there- 
fore it did not follow from his Prin- 
Cliples, Very logically anſwer'd ! 

The next Argument I had mentl- 
en'd of the DoRor's, and which he 
ſays, There will be no great occaſion to 
tabe notice of, was from the neceſſity of 
Government to the preſervation of humane 
Society ; for (faith he) I readily grant 
what be contends for, That theſe Argu- 
ments will equally conclude for ſubmiſſson 
to Athaliah as to amy other #ſwper. 
Well | thar is as much as I can defire; 
and then, if I miſtake nor, he muſt 
grant too, that his Diſtiallon Is fri- 
volous and his Arguments weak, and 
not conclading : for what Submiſſion 
Is that which the Preſervation of hu- 
mane Socletles will juſtific ro be paid 
ro an Uſurper? why truly according 
to him a full and entire Submiſhon, 
the very ſame to all intents and purpo- 
ſes that is due to the moſt rightful 
Prince In the World, Foy Biſhop Sate 

Cafe of derſon, and the xzalo:s Lojaliſts { as he 
All. p. 38. ſays) own 3t lawful for Subjett; to pay 
ſome kind of ſubmiſſion and conplyance to 
uſurped Powers, nt not to 0wn their die 
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thority, Bur th:js will not (athsfic the 
DeAor, and therefore in Anſwer ts 
Biſhop Sandrryſox he tells us plainly, 
Toat nothing tan preſerce Socitty, withs 
out Authority in the tſurptr and Dity in 
the Subjelt, And if bamane Societies 
muſt be preſerved, then the neceſſitits of 
Government give Authority to the Prince, 
and lay an obligation of duty on the Subs 
jedt : if God will preſerut humane Socie- 
tits, we muſt conclude, that when be re- 
moves one King out of tot Throne, he gives 
bis Authority to im whom bt places there. 
i, e. He took It away from 7oz/h and 
gave ir to Athalzah, For if we muſi 
conclude ſo from the neceflity of Go- 
yernment to preſerve humane Scciery, 
1 wonder why the Fews ( upon the 
ſame Reaſon) were not to conclude (6 
as well as we ; and then it concludes 
too . much, and that is, it concludes 
that the DoRor's Argument fs naught. 
But the Door goes a little further, 
and ſays he, 1 would asþ whether the Caſe of 
cart of my own preſervation, &c, does o5- All. p. 29, 
lige me in conſcience bo obey and ſubmit to 
the Government, and the Prince wha go- 
wverns, and to wiſh and pray for, and do 
my utmoſt to endeavour their Proſperity ? 
if it does, T ſee no difference between this 
and Alleg. and what I a; bound in con- 
ſcience to do, I may ſwear to do: if it 
does not, then I am at liberty to diſturs 
the Government zotwithſlanding all my 
gratitude when 1 can, nay an under an 
Obligation by my Alleg. to the dijpoſſeſſed 
Prince, to do it when I can. Ana how 
anes this contribute to the (aftty and trate 
quillity of hamane Societzes. This is 
pretty well ; and if jt was but true one 
would have rhought Athali2b as well 
eſtabliſh'd in the Allegiance of the 
Subjes 2s any Prince in the World, 
and 2 little better than 7o2ſh himſelf, 
But the Do&or hath yer one ſtep fur- 
ther, Suppoſe (faith he) the Govern Þ, 40 
ment does not think it ſafe 10 leave a! 
men at liberty to daſburd it when they 
pitaſe, and when they have a promiſing 
opportunity, but ſhould require an Oat!; of 
I 2 Fiat- 
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Figde'rty, which vs the univerſal pras 
tice of all Governments , what ſhall 
Subjetts do m this Caſe > which que- 
{tron concerns as much the Subjects of 
Tudah, as any other : and they mutt 
een ſwear; for he tells uz, ſnould every 
man refuſe, and the Prince had porwer 
enough to compel, what muſt be the ef- 
feft of this, but the utter ruine and 
deſtruRion of the Nation. The Land 
indeed would remain there . it was, 
but the people muſt either be deſtroyed 
& impriſon'd (1 ſuppoſe a million or 
two in a fail ) or tranſplanted ( from 
the Temple to ſome other habitation ) 
or into ſome foreign parts, as the Ten 
Tribes, who were carryed away captive, 
I ſuppoſe not as a juſtJudgment for their 
Rebellion and Idolatry, but for their 
not taking an Oath to an Ufurper : 
However, 'tis a plain Caſe; they muſt 
ſwear, and tye themſelves to the Uſur- 
per ( if he has a mind to 1t } by all 
the obligations poſſible. For the Dy. 
believes it will be hard to perſwads 
any confidering man, that that which 
3n ſuch Caſes rs neceſſary to preſor1's 
4 Nation, is a fin ; and that wh;:1; 
al snfallsbly deſt» 'y it, 85 4 diity ov 
vertue. And fo he plainly reſolves, that 
the Preſervation of Kumane Socreriet 
does of neceſſity force ws t9 own the 
Authority ev'n of Uſurped Powers, And 
to the ſame purpoſ®, is what he fays 
@oncerning the preſum'd confent of the 
ejected Prince ; that if the Princes lea- 
ving his - oy, yung for hs own ſafety, 
&3ll juſiifie bim, why will it not jus 
flifie SubjeRs , when their King 145 
_ them, to ſubmit and comply with 
the prevasling Powers, as far as ut 
nece//[ary to preſerve themſelvas, that 
s, ev'n by Oaths of Allegiance, if that 
be neceſſary; * that is, when Fo4/h was 
* hid to fave his life , the Subiects of 
* Fudah, to ſave their intereſts and pre- 
* fterments, might joyn themlelzes ta 
* Athaliah, eſpouſe her Cauſe and In- 
* tereſt, become her Subjects to all in« 
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tents and purpoſes , and take an Oath 
of Fidelity to her,” to d:ſend her apainft 
all men ; ev'n againſt him whom they 
own'd and acknowledg'd had the Right 
to the Throne. 

This I had ſaid before ; and the Dr. Poftfe, 
tells me, chat se #7 my miſtake, to ſup- vg, 8, 
poſe that the Fews knew that Joaſh Yindic, 
was living 53 and ſays , if 1 was not Þ. 36» 
guilty of this miſtake, he knew not 
what ſenſe t» make of what I ſay 
about ſwearing an Oath of Fidelity to 
her, to defend ler azamft all men, 
ev'n againſt him whom they own'd 
had a Right, %:. But if he would 
have taken it all together, he might 
eaſily ( had he fo pleas'd ) have ſeen 
another ſenfe in it. And that is not 
that I thovght , that they knew Foaſb 
was then living ( which makes little 
difference in the raatter , as we ſhall ſee 
preſently ) but that the Drs. Argument 
prov'd, they might own and ſwear 41- 
legiance to her, whether they had or 
not known, that Foajh or any other 
Right Hcir had been living * and that I 
think is plain enough that it doee, 
Ang I choſe rather to ſpeak to it 
here, than after, where the Dr. men« 
tions it, that the ſenſe of it might be 
the more evident to the Reader ; 
which was plainly to ſtew the tendency 
of the Drs, Arguments, not my own 
opinion of the matter of fact. 

The ſum is this, the Submillion 
that the neceſſity of Government, to 
the Preſerration of Humane Society 
juftities to be pay'd to Ufurped Pow - 
ers, according to the Dr. 1s the Obedt- 
ence and SubjcRion of Subjecs, To 
own their Authority , to ſupport their 
Government to the utmoit, ev'n a» 
gzin(t the diſpoſſeſſed & Rightful King, 
and to ſwear Alleriance to them, &c, 

This is the Submulton the Dr. pleads 

for, from the neceſſity of Government 

to preſerve Humane Socrewes ; and 

the Dr. readily grants , that theſe Ar- Vindie, 

guments will equally conclude for ſub- py, 36. 
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-uſſlion to Athaliah, as ro any other : 
And asks me what then * And the 
Anſwer is at hand, then his Arguments 
conclude, that the Jews might own her 
Authority, endeavor her Proſperity to 
the utmoſt, ev'n again{t the diſpoſſeſs'd 
King, and ſwear Fidelity to her, &c. 
Now I ask the Dr. and ſhould be glad 
to ſee his Anſwer : Did the neceſſity of 
Government for the preſervation ot 
Humane Society , juſtifie ſuch a fub- 
miſſion as this to Athaliah , or did it 
not ? If it did, then his diſtinRtion is 
in vain; if not, then his Argument is 
in vain. For I had faid, and which 
the Dr. does not diſprove, that cheſe 
are arguments from the nature of the 
thing, which are equally the ſame in 
all Governments : for the ends of Co- 
vernment are the ſame wn all Coun- 
trys ; and ſelf-preſervation , and pre- 
ſervation of Society, and the neceſſity 
of Government , m order to it, theſe 
are the ſame with reſpe to Judah, as 
to any other Society. The Ends of 
Government , and the Conſervation of 
Humane Socieyt, will juſtifie as much 
and no more in one Kingdom , than in 
another ; what they would juſtifie in 
England, that they would juſtifie in 
Tudah, and & contra. The Queſtion 
5 no more but this, Will the neceſſity 
of Government for the Preſervation of 
Humane Society, juſtifie ſuch a Sub- 
million as the Dr. contends for, or vill 
it not ? If it will, then it would juſtite 
ſach an intire ſubmiſſion to Atha/rah, 
and then the depoſing her , was Perjiz- 
ry and Rebellion : Tt it will not, ther 
it will not juſtifie ſuch a Submiifion in 
any other Country. And here I mutt 
reſt it, till the Dr, thinks fit to give an 
Anſwer to it: 

But the Dr. ſays, the Jews did 471 
ally ſubmit to Athaliah : what inthe 
?nſe the Dr. contends for , to become 
ber Subjes, to own her Authority, to 
ſubmit to her as a Queen of God's 
fending and making ; This IL doubt, the 


Sahbiedts of Conſcience did rot , tho 1 
believe alſo , there were a preat many 
others of them that did. The Dr. in- 
deed fays, it zr evident from the ſtory 
they 41d. But what ſtory dots he mean ? 
The Scripture account, as far as 1 can 
find, mtimates no fuch thing: and the 
Dr. im his next will do well to tel! us, 
what ſtory he means. But the Dr. here 
lavs great weight upon the Subjects 
not knowing that Foaſh was living, 
and takes ſome pains to prove it. As 
1f( faith he ) they could not very 11- 
nocently and lawfully ſubmit to the 
Government of Athalub, mwhale they 
bnetw of 70 other King they had : 
and ſays, that my ſuppoſing the Jews 
knew it ras my fundamental mi 
Rake, &c. But this makes but very 
little diflerence. For, 

1. What 1s this to the neceſſity of Ge 
vernment, to the preſervation of Hu- 
mane Socreties ? Thus is the Qaeſtion 
before us ; and this the Dr. ſays,'71/t:fre- 
their ſubmiſſion , and then they ar- 
juſtified, not becauſe they did not knows 
the Right Heir living , but becauſe the 
necefiity of Government, for the Pre- 
ſervatiori of Society, juſtified tizem. 

2. What is this to Feharada,who knew 
of the Right Heir's being alive, and pro- 
bably enough, many more of the 
Princes, whoſe Submitton the Dr. ju- 
{tihes, as well as the re{t, might he oz 
they become her Subjects, and take 3n 
Gath of Allegiance to her, and at the 
ſame time be actually ccntriving to 
Depoſe and Kill her ; and which he was 
bound in conſcience todo : Will the 
neceifity of Government, to the Preſer- 
zation of Society, juitife the ſwearing 
Fidelity to Uſurpers, ,with intention 
2t the fizlt opportu'!'y to depoſe them 3 
Upon my word, 1f it will juitific this, 
it wil! juſt;fe any thing: And let the 
Dr. thew me where the fundamenta! 
»mſtake of this ts. 

}. What is this to the Entail upon 
David's Poſterity ? Foaſ indeed, was a 

branch 


ris 3) 


branch of it ; but was he the lait of 
the Family 2 Was there not one of the 
Line left to ſucceed 2 So that ſupple, 
they did not know that Zoaſh was liv- 
ing, did they know no other Heir ? 
Or can it be believ'd, that thoſe who 


Right. And I defire to know of the 
De. why they ought to have ſubmitted 
to Athaliab, or innocently might. The 
Concealment of Foaſh will not ſerve 
the turn , except the whole Family of 
David hal been conceal'd likewiſe ; 


were ſo exact i1 their Genea/oz:es> and the Dr. I doubt, will be aslittle able 


did not know who was the next to ſnc-/ to make that evident from the ſt 
ceed ? If therefore their Submillion \, as that Fehozada and the People fub- 
{ os the Dr. aflerts ) innocent "Mitte. 


Was 
and lawſul, it mult be upon my 
Principies, and not upon his: He who 
they thought the Right Heir, had him- 
ſelf ſubmitted, and that juſtified their 
Submifſion ; ſuppoling {till that they 
d1d fubmit : for that the Dr. has not 
proved. By this time, I ſuppoſe, the 
Dr. needs not deſire to know of the 
Author, by his ewn Pranceples, had it 
been cuſtomary in thoſe days , what 
ſhould have hindred them to have 
ſworn Allegiance to Athaliah ? for he 
allows poſſeſſion to be ſomething, when 
there 15 no better clatm agauiſt it : 
and ſuppoſe Joaſh had been dead, or 
they hid thought ſo, had there been 
no better claim againlt Arhal:ah? But 
here I muſt do the Dr. right, he does 
fay indeed, f they kn?w nothing of 
Joaſh, and did belzeve that the Koyal 
Line was extintt. But then I cannot 
tell for my life, what he means by his 
Quettion. The matter is , whether 
the 7ews might become Subjects to 
Athaliah, while Fooſs was living : the 
Dr. places a great deal, in his being 
conceal'd ; and ſays, they might law- 
fully do it, when he was hid : and then 
to make me ſay ſo too, asks me, whe- 
ther by my own Principles, they might 
not have done it, if they believ'd the 
whole Line was extinct ? Avery grave 
Queſtion, and much to the purpoſe! 
Well, I fee there 1s no dealing with 
ſuch a Diſputer , that will make ſuch 
turns upon his Adverſaries. I had 
thought there had been ſome difference 
between Poileflion againſt a Right,and 
Pofſeflion when there was no better 


ory, 


The Dr. tei!s us, he aſſerted 1n the 
Caſe, that Government and Alle- 
giance are ſuch Relatives, as do mu- 
tuo fe ponere & tollere, the one can- 
noe ſubſiſt without the other ; af the 
Prince can't govern, the Subje can't 
obey. . To this I had made a ſhort re- 
flection, which the Dr. does not think 
fit to take notice of : And therefore 
becauſe they can't obey him, they muſt 

ht azainſt him, and kill kim, and 
do their utmoſt to ruine him. And 
yet I conceive, there is ſome difference 
between actual obedience, and aCtual 
hoſtility. And I wonder where is the 
Conſequence ; A King is hindred from 
a{tually governing his people ; and 
therefore the people are bound to do 
their utmoſt to hinder him {til{, or to 
knock him on the head. For, ſays the 
Dr. And therefore as far as he quits 
his Government, be quits their Alle 
grance, and leaves hn Subjefs as he 
does his Crown, to be poſſeſſed by ano- 
ther, and muſt recover them both t0- 


gether. Now (ſays he ) This the Au» 


thor ſays, # as plain afallacy, as ever 
he met with ; and proves from the 
example of Joaſh, that it xs ſo. But 
here the Dr. does not repeat fairly his 
own words nor mine : For tho I had 
ſaid it was a plain fallacy, yet it was 
not only with reſpect to thoſe words 
of his which he hath repeated, but to 
the whole ; and more eſpecially to that 
which fellows, and which he hath 
omitted : for he adds in the Caſe ot 
Allegiance, He may have a Legal Right 
to both , but he cannot attual!y gore 

the 
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the Subjefts Alleprance wirhont the 
Crown ; nor ca the Subjeits pay 
him their Alleg:ance, without his be- 
ing reſtored ts poſſeſſion of the Throne, 
no more than they can obey , when he 
cannot command. Theſe I ſuppoſe, 
the Dr. did not add as ſuperfluous 
words , but defign'd by them either 
more fully to explain his meaning , or 
to prove his Aﬀertion ; and to theſe my 
Anſwer was more immediately ſuited ; 
at the foot of theſe to wind up his 
Argument , the Dr. (ſays, this is 
as certain as any Propoſition in Lo-« 
gick, My Anſwer was, it 1s as Plain 
a fallacy as ever I met with; and the 
inſtance before us ( of Foaſh | lays it 
open. The Dr. replys, but I have ſaid 
ſo much already to that Caſe, that I 
mill trouble my Reader no further with 
it, A ſpecialReply : and let the Rea» 
der judge of it» I ſaid, 1a; the Dr. 
was the reſtoring Joaſh to the Throne, 


an att of their Allegiance or no? If 


not, what duty was it ? But if it 1645, 


then Allegiance follows the Perſon of 


the King, tho he be out of the poſſe/* 
ſion of his Throne, And this 1s as 
direct againſt the Drs. Aﬀertion as any 
thing can be : for it the Reſtoring 
Foaſh to the Poſſeſſion of his Throne 
when he was out of Pofſeliion, was an 
act of their Allegiance to him, then a 
Prince may attual'y have the Subjetty 
Allegiance , and they may ( nay, they 
ovght ) to pay him Allegtance without 
( it before be without) his being re- 
ftor'd to the poſſeſſion of his Throne. 
But forſooth the Dr. did not think fit 
to trouble himſelf , nar h1s Readers 
with an anſiver to it. And I cannot 
blame him; for why ſhould a man 
trouble his Readers with aiy thing, 
when he hath nothing to fay*to it 2? 
[t is a wife way to ſcorn an Argument, 
which we cannot anſwer, But to gra- 
tifie him, what does he think ct the 
Caſe of King Charles the Second ? I 


:ope2 he may vouchſate to trouble his 
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Readers with at! Anſwer to tat , tho 
he does not to the Cafe of 7oaſ/a: was 
the reſtoring him to the Poltletfſion of 
his Throne, an Act of the Subjects 
Allegiance, or was it not ? It not, the 
Dr. will be very kind to tell us what 
it was ſomecivility perhaps or kindnets ; 
to him and his family, but no act ot 
duty. And fo the Parliamentary Acts 
of Recognition, and owning him King 
all the time of his abſence, and t!:2 
Act of Indemnity, Gc. are meer Com 
plem?nts of State, but in reality , 1 
thing at all : For he quitted the A!: 
legiance of the Subjetts, when (5 
quitted the poſſeſſion of the Throne , 
and they ow'd him no Allegiance, n: 
could they pay him any , 'till he was 
reſtor'd to the pollefſton : And beſide, 
the Dr. hath told us, that there 25:4 
vaſt difference between mamtaining 
and defending a Reanant Prince, and 
reſtoring a diſpoſſeſſed Prince. But now. 
it the Reſtoring him, was an Act of 
aeir Allegiance, then Allegiance is due 
to the Veclon of the King , when he is 
out of the Potfeifion of the Throne, 
and they are bound to pay it to him, 
before he 1s poll-ticd of it. And when 
the Dr. thinks it to erowb'e bis Rec- 
ders, he may anf.ver !t : and i! hedoes 
not think tit to anſwer me, let him 
anſwer the Acts of Parhament, and the 
Tuitice of the Nation. And his fine 
bulinefs of Divine and Hum ine En 
tails, gromg very different Righ!s + 
Princes will tignifie nothing {ic 
For King Charles was King, not 
D:ivin?, bat by Humane Encal. 
The Dr. proceeds upon my Anſwer, 
and fays that I fig, By Governmen:, bc 
means, the Attual Adminiſtration of 
it 5 an 1 eDeR ts -nmeit and All: T4 - 
ance are (v far from vemg ach tt . 
[attues, that thy ”9 Rolatiues it) 
ail; they are on!y tc "f Relatives : 
and to [ay the Atis of Relatsves arc 
Relatives, is (0 far from being as C:r- 
FAIR as in Pr , {itzann in Logic GE 
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Se 8x Logical Nonſenſe. To this the 
Dr. replys, Mel! Logical Nonſenſe 1 
hope 3s the beſt ſort of Nonſenſe how- 
ever. Well! Beſt or worſt, Nonſenſe 
it is; and if the Dr. had rather have 1t 
of the beſt fort, with all my heart. 

Br (faith he ) my meaning 1 plam 
enough, and certainly true ; wich # 
as much, as any Propoſition im Logich 
can be. By Government, I do mean 
the Atual Admmſtration of Govern- 
ment; not as that ſignifies the parti- 
cular Afts of Government, but the 
Actual! Poſſeſſion of Power ana Autho- 
rity to Govern, By Allegiance, I mean 
hat Obedience and Subjeftion that # 
due to Government. Something 1s the 
matter ſure, that we muſt diſtinguiſh 
ſo nicely. I wonder what 15 the ditte- 
rence between Actual Pofletſion of 
Power , and Actual adminiſtring 1t : 
And 1f there was any difference, what- 
ever he means now, in his Caſe of Al- 
legiance , he certainly meant the” ad- 
miniſtring, s. e- the performing the 
Atts of Government : for his Argu- 
ment 1s, 1f the Prince Cannot govern, 
the Subjet can't obey, And what 
does he mean by the Prince cannot go- 
vern, but that he cannot perform the 
Acts of Government , cannot exerciſe 
and adminiſter it. And the ſame he 
means with reſpe&t to the Allegiance of 
the Subject. The SubjeF cannot obey : 
z. e. Carinot actually pay his Allegiance. 
And this he muſt mean, it he means 
any thing : And fo he ſays after, He 
may have a Legal Right , but he can- 
nor attually have the Subjetts Allegr- 
arice, nor can Subjets pay him their 
Allegiance ; i.e. cannot periorm the 
ACts of it. I know there us a ditte- 
rence between the Acts of Allegiance, 
and the Duty of Allegiince. A man 
may owe Allegiance, where he cannot 
pay it ; and it may be due to a Perſon, 
to whom the Subje:t cannot pertorm 
che Acts of it. But this 1s fo tar trom 
duing him ſervice , that 1t confutes lus 


whole Argument : for what «sf when 
the Prince can't govern, the Subjefts 
can't obey ; yet it the Subject may owe 
the Prince Obedience, what if the Sub- 
ject cannot pay the Prince Allegiance ; 
yet if Allegiance be due to him, the 
Drs. Argument falls. And what then 
makes him diftinguiſh thus Critically ? 
Why truly, I had ſaid, That the Attual 
adminiſtration of Government and Al- 
legiance are not Relatives, but the 
Atts of Relatives, Ard tobe even 
with me, By Actual Adminiſtration, he 
does not mean the particular Ats of 
Government , and by Allegiance the 
Duty, and not the particular Acts of 
it: And what is this to the purpoſe ? 
Are they not the Acts of Relatives, for 
all that 2 What if Atual Admini- 
ſtration , ſhould fignifie Atual Poſ- 
ſeſſion aud Authority ; 1s it not an A# 
of the Relative, when it ſignifies (o, 
az well as when it fignifies particular 
Acts of Government ? What if Alle- 
glance means that Obedience and Sub- 
jettion which # due to Government, 
1s not that an A# of the Relative, as 
well as when it means the particular 
Acts of Allegiance? Actual Authority is 
not the particular Acts of Government, 
but it is the ACt of the Relative : the 
Duty of Allegiance,is not the particular 
Acts of Allegiance, but it is the Act of 
the Relative. And therefore let the 
Dr. mean what he pleaſe by them, it 
makes no Alteration in the Caſe. For 
either way they are Acts of Relatives, 
and therefore not Relatives themſelves. 
And this is the Single Queſtion , and 
I ask him , If the Atual Adminiſtra- 
tzon of Government ſignifies Poſſeſſion 
of Power and Authority to Govern, and 
Allegiance means that Obedience and 
Subjettion which us due to Goverment, 
are they then Relatives? Why truly the 
Dr. cannet ſay that, tho he hath a great 
1nd to it, but ſays, sf e/he Author will 
be ſo ſevere, as not to allow me to call 
the/+ Relatives, But the Dr. 1s _—_ 
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ken, if he thinks I contend with him 
only about a meer propriety of ex- 
prefſion : For the whole ſtreſs ot 
the Argument depends upon it. 
And if the Dr. miſtakes the uſe of an 
Expreſſion ; and argues and builds up- 
on ſuch miſtake, there is no reafon to 
give up the Argument, out ot Comple- 


ment” to the Exprefſion, Relatives /e 
gg . 
mutuo ponunt & tollunk. But it the 


Actual Adminiſtration of Government 
and Allegiance, are not Relatives, then 
they do not /e mutuo ponere © tol- 
lore , which the Dr. concludes from 
their being Relatives. And this per- 
haps he would have me give him out 
of good manners , for he hath not 
prov'd it , nor does he now directly 
aſlert it : But ( ſaith he) they are the 


other, as Father and Son, Thee ar: 
calld by Logicians Relative Atts : i.e. 
Lopiciins call Paternity and Filiatiorn, 
Relative Atis : This 1s extraordinary, 
and the Dr. would have- done well, to 
have told us, who thoſe Logicians are 
that call them fo. Kelatzons T know, 
they are call'd ; but Re/atzons and Re- 
latrve Atts are two things. But for al 
that , the Dr. proceeds upon it, and 
asks, Wy then may not I caii Govern- 
ment and Subjeciion Relative Dutzes ? 
He may call them fo if he pleaſe; 
but it he has no better Authority 
for it, than that Lopicians call Pa- 
ternity and Filiation Relative Acts, he 
has none at all. But faith he, by which 
I explami'd what I mean't by Relatives. 


The Dr. call'd Government and Allegi- ©4(+ of 


Relations uvhich make the Relatives, ance Relatives ; and argued upon the Alleg. p. 


and do mutuo fe ponere & tollere. 


Now 1t the Dr, can prove, that Actual 
Poſlefſion of Power, is the Relation 
that makes a King ; or it he can prove, 
that the Actual Poſſeſſion of Power 
( he adds indeed and Authority to Go- 
vern; but if he means by that, 1nore 
than Poſſeflion of Power , he ſpeaks 
ambiguouſly , and ought to have ex- 
plain'd himſelf ) and the Allegiance of 
the Subject do mutxo ſe ponere © tolle- 
re, I will not diſpute with him about 
Terms and Expretiions. Now to prove 
this, he asks, What x the Relation of 
a King to a Subjeft > His Dommion 
and Government. What is the Rela- 
tion of a Subjett to a King * Hn due 
Allegiance and Subjettzen : Then Do- 
minion and Government makes a 
King, and Allegtarice a Subjet ; and 
Allegiance has as ncceſſary a Relation 
zo Dominion, as aSubjett has to a 
King : If there be no Kirg , there can 
be 10 Subjett : If no Demimion and 
Government, there can be no Allegi- 
ance. Paternity us the Relation that 
makes a Father, and Filtation a Son : 
and Paternity and Filiation have as 
mutual and neceſſary reſpet} to each 


ſluppotition, that they were Relatives; ,,. 


ard from thence draw'd a peremptory 
Concluſion, and ſaid, This rs as certain 
as any Propoſition in Logick ; and to 
extend Allegiance beyond the attual 


adminiſtration of Government , 18 to 
preſerve a Relative without its Cor- 


relate: for wben one of the Relatives 
#s loſt. the Relation # deſtroy'd. And 
I hope no body will be fo obltinate, as 
to ſay, that by Re/atsves, the Dr. meant 


Relatwves ; but that he meant Relat: 


ons or Relative Atts , or Relative Dir 
tres , or any thing rather than Rela- 
tives ; tor by Gavernment and Subje= 
tion being Relative Duties, the Dr. 
had explain'd what he meant by Rela- 
tives; 7.6. he had faid Government 
ard -Allegiarce were Relatives, and 
they are not Relatives, And can any 
body believe the Dr. ſhould mean 
tbings are, what they are not, tho he 
ſays ſo over and over: For this is all 
his Explication, He was ſpeaking of 
Government and Subjection , but he 
was ſpeking of them as Re/atewes, and 
affirm'd them fo to be, but teemmg they 
are not fo, therefore when he calls then; 
ſo, he does not nican What he calls 
K 
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them, but iomething elſe : Now is it 
not a thouſand times better mgenu- 
ouſly to own the miſtake of an Ex- 
prefiion , than to he put upon ſuch 
ſhifts to diſguiſe it 3 and then to colour 
the matter the better, to laugh away 
the notice of it ; as the Dr. very grave- 
lv, This I'm ſure , #s only a Logical 
Banter, and jo let at paſls. 

Well | but the Dr. hath explain'd 
himfelf now ; and for once et us 
take a new account for an explication, 
and fee whether he hath mended the 
matter ; but here we are at fome loſs, 
in the Caſe of Allegiance, Govern- 
ment and Allegiance were Relatives, 
but in the Vindication (by way of 
Explication) they are the Relations 
that make the Relatives; ard a few 
lines after , they are Relative Drtres ; 
and a little atter-, they are Relations 
again. I remember the Dr. told 'me, 7 
blunder'd for want of clear and di- 
flint notions of what I throte. But 
mocking is catching : ' And here the 
Dr. b/understo ſome purpoſe, it ſpeak 
ing confuſedly , backwards and fot 
wards be blundering, and all tor want 
of having, or for want of laying down 
clear and diftin& votions of what he 
writes. For as' to Government and 
Subjection being Re/ative Dutzes , I 
doubt he muſt -explain himſelf again. 
For Dries it ſeems they are, at1d-I de- 
fire to know what Dutzes? Are they 
the Duties of Relations * It not, I de- 
hre the Dr. in his next , to tell me 
what Dutzes they are : but if they are, 
then they are not the Relations them- 
ſelves, but ſuch as low trom the Relz. 
tion. Andthis is a plain contradiction 
to what he aſſerts betore, that ehey are 
the Relations that make the Relatives. 
But truth will out : And -this is the 
plain ſtate of the Ciſe ; for it is certain 
they are duties, and relative duties 
too, in the ſenſe thoſe words are gene» 
rally taken ; that is, ſuch duties as ariſe 
trom Relation, and are due to Relatives, 


And this plainly confutes the Drs. nc- 
tions and arguments, for then they arc 
not nor can be the Relations that make 
the Relatives ; for the duty flowing 
from the Relation, and the Relation 1: 
ſelf are two very different things ; nor 
do they mutuo /e pinere C3 tollere ; for 
the faiſure of the aCtu1l duties of the 
Relative docs not deſtroy the Relation. 
And this is the Drs. fundamental mi- 
ſtake, he contounds the Relation with 
the duty of that Relation, and accord- 
ingly he aſlerts, 

That the aftual Adminiſtration of 
Government, as that ſignifies the au- 
al Poſſeſſion of Power and Authority to 
govern: And Allegtance as it means 
that Obedience and Subjettion which #6 
die to Government, 'are the Relations 
which make the Relatives, and do mu- 
tuo fe ponere & tollere. For what 5s 
the Relation of a King to a SubjeFt 
His Deminion and Government ; what 
s'the Relation of 'a Subjet to a King ? 
hi dne Alles#ance 'and Subjettongther: 
"Domunion and Government makes a 
King, and Allegiance a Subjet ; and 
Hllegiance has as neceſſary a Relation 
to Dominion, as a Subjett has to a 
King, &c. Tn anſwer to this I have theſe 
things to obſerve. 

!. This is an illogical, and prepoſte- 
rous way ' of arguing, 'tis norm pei 
#7notins, the Relatives are well etongj! 
known, blit the Relations between tl1c 
Relatives being abitracted things, are 
not fo eaſily, and in ſome cales perhaps 
not at all underitoog. The Relatives 
Father and Son all men underitand, and 
that there 4s a Relation between them ; 
but there are not many, that have any 
formal Conception of Paternity and Fij- 
lation ; the Relatives Husbind and 
Wite are evidentenough, but the Re- 
lations between them are not ſo; and 
for ought 3 know have not a name 1m 
any Language ; and if they were ex- 
prefled very few would be the wiſer, 
who notwithſtanding would know well 
: enough, 


( 69 ) 


enough, that there was a Relation be- 
tween them. And the Caſe is the fame 
with reſpect to King and Subject, and 
the Relations between them ; the Re. 
latives are plain and obvieus, and well 
known, but the Relations are abſtract- 
ed things, and not fo diſtinctly appre« 
hended : And this is the reaſon, why 
ſeveral Relations have no names, and 
cannot be exprefled without difficulty 
and artificial explication. And hither- 
to men have not been very inquiſitive 
about them, and there was no reaſon 
for it, as anſwering no end, or no good 
end, either a fruitleſs curioſity or worſe, 
to evade a Duty and perplex plain things. 
For the Relation is inſeparable from the 
Relative; and when you have found 
the Relative, you have found the Rela- 
tion, where a King is there 1sthe Rela. 
tion of a King, and where is a Subject 
there is the Relation of a Subject; it 
would be a wiſe courſe, for a Son to 
ſeek his Father, by inquiring ito the 
Relation of Paternity, or a Wife her 
Husband, by inquiring into the Rela- 
tion of an Husband ; at this rate we 
ſhould ſoon have a mad World on't, 
and we ſhould have as dutiful Children, 
and obedient Wives as we have Sub- 
jects : And this it ſeems pleaſes the Dr. 
beſt, he is for ſeeking the Sun in the 
dark, 2nd the Subjects muſt find out 
their King by the Relations, which 15 
the backſide of an &#rgument, and bee 


gins at the wrong end. In the Caſe of 


Allegiance the Dr. urg'd, that Govern- 
ment and Allegiance were Relatives, 
and did ratuo fe ponere & tollere. 
And the Argument was proper and lo- 
pical, if he could but have prov'd it ; 
but when that would not do, then he 
is for a new ſtrein, and contrary to all 
methods of argumentation, 1s for prov- 
ing the buſineſs by Relations, and would 
feign know, whether the Relative con- 
einues when the Relation 1 deſtroved. 
And this is the difference between the 
Dr, before, and now, in his Caſe of Al- 


legiance, the Relation ceaſed with 1/4 
Relatroe, but in the Vindication 2c 
Relative ceaſes with the Relation, that 
1s, becauſe a direct Argument cannot 
do it, a prepofterous one muſt ; and 
becauſe the notion of a Relative which: 
all men underſtand , cannot be per- 
plexed and intangled, the Dr. 1s for 
proving his point by Re/atzons, which 
are not fo well explained, nor put into 
terms, nor perhaps can be. The Rela- 
tives in all Cafes are plain enough, but 
the Relations between them are not {ov 
plain, nor are capable ot being fo; and 
the Dr. thonght it more tor his turn, 
when he was beaten out of the plain 
road to take by ways; and according 
to ſome new Rules of Logick, to prove 
a plain thing, by an obſcure one. 

And this is an, anſwer to his Que- 
ſtion, what is the Relation between 
King and Subjet ? And let our At 
thor think of any thing elſe, wherem 
to place thy relation if he can, beſide: 
Attual Dominion, and Sovere:zn Pow- 
er on the one hand to make a King, and 
the obligations to SubjeFtion and Alle- 
grance on the other hand to make a Sub- 
jet. And what if I could not think of 
any thing elſe ? nor of that neither? do 
Relativesceaſe to be Relatives, or muſt 
the Corrolate go round about the wood 
to look for his Relative, becauſe he 
cannot expreſly name the relation be- 
tween them. There is a Relation be- 
tween Husband and Wife, Maſter and 
Servant ; and when ke tells me what is 
the Relation between theſe Relatives, 
it will be time enough to anſwer him, 
and when he anſwers that he will an- 
ſwer himſelf ; what is the Relation be- 
tween Hushand and Wife ; why truly 
if the Dr. will expreſs it Logically, it is 
(im fine language) Husbandhood and 
Wifeſhip. And fo by way of Logical 
Argument, if the Relation of Husband. 
ho:d ceaſes the Fife is gone. And 1 
a man has a mind to prove, that a Hus- 
band or Wite, are or are not fo related, 
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he muſt prove it forſooth from the 
 Husbandhood and Wifeſoip, and then 

it 1s as plain as can be, and every body 
underſtands it ; for the Dr. tells us ve- 
ry Logically the Relative ceaſes with 
the Kelation. 

2. That Atual Poſſeſſion of Power 
and Allegiance, are not the Relations 
which make the Relatives. This the 
Dr. afferts, and ought to haye prov'd.it, 
(for it is the foundation of this-.patt of 
his diſcourſe : ) But inſtead of that, he 
asks a Queſtion or two ; what zs the 
Relation of a King to a SubjeR ? his 
Dominion and Government ; (Actual 
Dominion he means,) what # the Re- 
lation of a Subjett to a Xing? Ha due 
Allegiance and Subjettzon ; and ſo the 
matter is fully proved it-1s ſo, becauſe 
it is ſo; and this is very uſual with him, 
he takes for granted what hath molt 
need to be proved; and then builds up- 
on his own ſuppoſitions, and raiſes the 
force of his Arguments from thein. 
Here he tells us, that Government and 
Allegiance are Relations, and to prove 
this he turns it into Queſtion and An- 
{ſwer, and in that form (ſays the ſame 
thing over again ; and then away he runs 
with it, and draws his Arguments and 
Concluſions from it. - And then Domi- 
non makes a King, and Allegiance 4 
SubjeR, and if the Relation then of 
a King to-hbu Subjefts be Dominion 
and Government, does he continue a 
King, &c, As if this was any more 
proved, when it was in the form of a 
Queſtion and Anſwer, then when it 
was in a Propoſition: Well ! tho he 
has not prov'd that Government and 
Allegiance are the Relations, that make 
the Relatives ; he hath faid enough in 
all Conſcience to prove they are not ſo; 
for he tells us, that By Allegiance, 1.6 
the Relation that makes the Relative of 
a Subjett, he means that ſubjettion and 
obedience that u due to Government ; 
that is to ſay one Relation is due to ano- 
ther, filation is due to Paternity which 


is extraordinary fine. And according- 
ly he asks, what is the Relation of a 
Subjett toa King ? His due Allegiance 
and SubjeAion, and afterwards in the 
next page, he calls. it, the obligations 
to Subjettion and Allegiance. And 
are not theſe pure Characters of a Rela- 
tion? it would found rarely to ſay the 
Duty of filiation, or the obligations of 
filiation, And fo to avoid one piece 
of Logical nonſenſe, we muſt make 2 
or 3} Andhere we are at a loſs again, 
on one fide of the leaf, the Relation 
of a Subject, is his due Allegiance ; on 
the other, 'tis the Obligations to Alle- 
giance; and due Allegiance it ſelf, and 
the Obligations to Allegiance are two 
things ; and. which would. he have us 
take for the Relation, the Duty, or 
the Obligation ? Allegiance it ſelf, or 
the obligations toit ? And all this blun- 
dering ariſes for want of laying down a 
clear and diſtinft notion of Relation, 
which is nothing elſe, but the reſpect 
the Relatives have to each other ; and 
becauſe they have ſuch a ReſpeR,thence 
ariſe the Re >eCtive Acts, Daties, and 
Obligations ; but theſe are not the Reſ- 
pet but flow from it, and are conſe- 
quential to it. The Relation 'of a Fa- 
ther is Paternity, that is, a Father is re- 
lated to his Son by being his Father, for 
being the Father of. a Son is Paternity : 
But Paternal Authority, or the duty of 
Parents are not the Relation, but reſult 
from: it : The Relation of a Son is filia- 
tion, that is a Son is related to his Fa- 
ther by being his Son. * And this is the 
ſame in all other Relations ; as the Rela- 
tions of Husband and Wife, Maſter. and 
Servant, King and Subject ; the Rela- 
tions conklt 1n the reſpect that the Re- 
latives have to each other ; the Relation 
of a King to his Subjects is bang their 
King : But ly Authority is no more 
the Relation of a King, - than Faternal 
Authority is the Relation of a Father, 
but only reſults from his Relation, and 
is in nature conſequential to it, But 1 
| expect 
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expect the Dr. will ask me, what is the 
Relation of a King ? But he knows well 
enough of the complaint of penury of 
words in this point ; and that Ariſtotle 
ſays in ſuch caſes, we mutt invent words 
if it be needful to expreſs it. But it is 
all one to me, let him call it Govern- 
ment, Sovereignty, Sovereron Power, 
Magiſtracy or Kingſhip ; or what he 
pleaſes, provided he will but obſerve 
theſe two conditions. 1. That the 
meaning of them he not extended be- 
yond the notion of Relation, for they, 
and I think any other words whereby 
this may be exprefled, are words of am- 
biguous fignification; and as in one 
ſenſe they may mean the Relation of a 
King, ſo in another ſenſe, they may 
mean the acts or duties that reſult from 
it : Government may mean actually go- 
verning, and then it may be the Act of 
the Relative, or the ACt of one that is 
not the Relative ; but neither in one 
ſenſe, nor the other is it the Relation of 
the Governour ; and it it means that, it 
Is in an-abltracted ſenſe, and is not to 
be taken for actual! Government, actual! 
Adminiſtration,or actual Power : For 
no at or duty of the Relative can be 
the Relation ; but only tor the bare and 
naked reſpect of the Governour to the 
Subject ; for Logicians tell us, that 
Relationes ſunt nude forme per quas 
Relata referuntur. 

2, That they only terminate on the 
Relative, for the Relative is the Sub- 
ject of the Relation ; and the Relation 
1s the Relation of the Relative, but of 


no body elſe, tho he ſhould ſtand in the - 


place of the Relative ; if the Dr. likes 
to call the Relation of a King Govern- 
ment, be 1t fo, but then it 1s only the 
Government of the true King, that 1s 
that Relation, but not of another, tho 
he actually adminiſters the Government 
of Soverezzn Power, let it be fo, but 
then it is the Power of the true Sove- 
reign, that is that Relation, not the 
Power of every one that gets into the 


place of the true Sovereign ; Paternity 
1s the Relation of a Father, but this Re- 
lation can be extended to none but the 
true Father, what Power and Antho- 
rity ſoever another man may pet in his 
Family ; the Relation of a Husband 
(call it by what name you will) is con 
fin'd to his Perſon ; and tho anuther 
man cohabits with lis Wife, he does not 
therefore ſtand in the Relation of a Hus- 
band to her, nor ſhe in the Relation of 
a Wite to him; 

The truth is, all the Drs. 41ai 
Adminiſtrations, attual Government, 
atual Poſſeſſion of Power are no Re 
lations at all, nor yet do they mean any 
thing, but as they proceed from the 
Relative. But if they proceed from any 
other beſides the Relative ; they neither 
make, nor prove,” nor are any ſhgns af 
all of a Relation : Government 1s the 
Authority and Adminiltration belong- 
ing to the Relation of a King ; and 
when it is adminittred by the King, 'tis 
valid and authoritative, and draws the 
Allegiance of the Subjects after it ; but 
if it be adminiſtred by one that 1s not 
the King, that Adminiſtration does not 
make him a King, nor confer the Re- 
lation, nor make him ſtand in ſuch a 
Relation to the Subject. All Kingly 
Acts receive their force and validity, as 
they are Acts of the King, and not as 
Acts of Power; and the very fame 
Acts done by another are nothing at all. 
Actual Allegiance or the ſame Obedie 
ence that is due to the Rightful King, 
may be performed with the ſame fide- 
lity, or with greater, and may he {worn 
too, to one that 1s no King. Bat this 
does not make the Relation of a Sub- 
ject ; at that rate a man may be a $::t>- 
ject when he pleaſe, and to whom hs 
pleaſe, and he may diſcharge himſelt as 
oft as he pleaſe. And I wonder what 
reaſon there is wi1y actual Government 
ſhould make a King, any more than 
actual Allegiance makes a Subject ; for 
the Dr, tells us, the Relations make the 

Relatives. 
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Relatives, Gorerntnenut makes a King, 
and Allegiance makes a Subject : And 
i actual Governmert makes a King, 
then aCtual Allegi:nce makes a Sub- 
jet; tor according to him Allegiance 
1s as much the Relation of a Subject, 
as Government of a King, This the 
Dr. ſeems aware of, and theretore ſays, 
'tis the Subjects de Allegiance : But if 
it be due Allegiance thit makes a Sub- 
ject ; then I doubt it mult be dre Go- 
ernment allo that makes a King z' and 
that 1s not meer A:/numitration but 
Lawtfull Authority. 

3- That actual Adminiſtration of 
Government, or actual Poſleiiton of 
Power, and Allegiance do not ſe mu- 
tuo ponere & toilere, Here the Dr. 
tel's us, They have a mutual and ne- 
ceſſary reſpett to each other ; Alleg i= 
ance has as neceſſary relation to Domi- 
mon, as Subjet toa King ; if there 
be no King, there can be no Subjett, if 
no Dommion and Government there 
can be no Allegiar.ce : By this he means 
attual Donainzon, as he ſays atterward, 
where attual Domunton and Govern- 
ment ceaſes, the King ſhip 1s loſt and 
the obligations to ſubzettion and Alle. 
giance with it. 

Now it would be ſufficient here to 
turn the Drs. Argument, and QQueſti- 
ons upon himſelt, and to ask as he does, 
what are the Relations between aCtual 
Government and Allegiance : For it 
ſcems they are related as much as the 
Relatives themſelves. He tells us 1n- 
| deed, that Government and Allegiance 
are the Relations between King and 
$ubject. But I delire to know what 
are the Relations between Government 
and Allegiance ; for theſe it ſeems have 
a mutual and neceſſary reſpett to each 
other. Now 'tis egregious Logack to 
talk of the Relation of a Relation ; and 
this is Progreſſus in Difougum: For if 
there are Relations between the Rela- 
tions, then what are tho(e Relations be- 
tween them ? tar thoſe Relations mult 


have as mutual and neceſſary a reſpe# 
to each other as the former Relations. 
and ſo on without end. And this is 
pure diſputing, and ſhews the vanity of 
ſuch new methods of argumentation ; 
hitherto men have been latisfied, that 
the Relations are between the Relatives, 
aid there was an end; but to talk of 
Relations between Relations is abſurd 
and ridiculous, and makes the Queſtion 
everlaſting. | 

But as to the mutual being and cea(- 
i2g of actual Government and Allegi- 
ance, as to the reaſons againſt it. fome- 
thing hath been ſaid before, and more 
will be ſaid preſently. I ſhall now on- 
ly ſhew the abſurdity of it from exam- 
ple, but it is ſuch a one, as evidences 
the falfity of this aflertion, and the fal- 
lacy of the Drs. Reaſonings to ſupport 
it better than any Arguments or trains 
of diſcourſe. It is the Caſe of that glo- 
rious Martyr King Charles the Firſt, 
Now if this be true then when King 
Charles was kept Priſoner at Holdenby, 
Hampton Court, the Iſle of Wight and 
St. Fames's; He ceaſed to be King, and 
the People of England owed him no 
Allegiance, nor were his Subjects. For 
I ſuppoſe, attual impriſonment is not 
attual Poſſeſſion of Power, And ſo it 
ſeems the High Court of Juſtice was in 
the right, and they did not murder their 
King, but only Charles Stewart : For 
tho the man was in being the King 
was gone, and went away with his aCtu- 
al Power, And the Dr, afterwards, for 
when God has taken away his Governs 
ment, ve has taken aivay bis Authors- 
ty to govern ; for God never gives the 
Civil Authority , without the Civil 
Sword. 

The actual Poſſeſſion of Power, and 
the Duty ot Allegiance are Relations at 
leaſt ; and (faith the Dr.) if the Rela- 
tion of a King to his Subjefs be Do- 
minion and Government, does he 'con- 
tinue a King, when he has loſt his Do- 


minien and Government, or do by 
Subs 
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Subjets continue Subjefs when he 
ceaſes to be King ? And fo by plain 
dint of Argument it feems King 
Charles's Government was at an end 
ſome time before that horrid murder ; 
and no duty of a Subject was owing 
to him, for one Relative cannot ſub- 
fiſt by it ſelf without its correlate. Now 
the ſhort of the matter 1s this, either 
King Charles was King notwithitand- 
ing his impriſonment ; and notwith- 
ſtanding his being diveited of all aftu- 
al Power, or he'was not, it not then 
the attempting his life what crume ſoe- 
ver elſe it might be, was not Treaſon, 
nor within the Stat. of the 25. Edtw. 3. 
And the Indictment of the Regicides 
upon that Stat. was faulty, and they 
ought to be indicted, not as Traytors, 
but as Murderers. But if he was King 
all that time, then actual Poſſeflion of 
Power, aCtual Adminiſtration, and a- 
Ctual Government, and the Allegiance 
of the Subject, have not ſuch a mutu- 
al and neceſſary reſpect to cach other, as 
that the Allegiance of the Subject ceaſes 
upon the Princes not being in the Poſ- 
ſefſion of actual Power. Something 
of this I had ſaid before in the Caſe of 
Foaſh © That Allegiance was due to him 
* before he actually adminiſtred the Go- 
* vernment ; nay, when an Uſurper a- 
© Qtually adminiftred it, and ſoit was 
© to David when he fled out of the 
© Country, — But the Dr. it ſeems 
would trouble his readers no more a- 
bout that caſe, But here is another 
Caſe, tho the reaſon be the ſame, and it 
he pleaſe he may trouble himſelf to-an- 
ſwer it, and acquit himfelt fron the In- 
famy, that that Cafe charges upon his 
Doctrine and Arguments. 

In the mean tune, how 1s the Do- 
Arine he delivers here agrecable to the 
Anſwer he,gives, with reſpect to the 
times of Uſurpaticn between 48. and 
60. I had told him, that his ac- 
count of a Settlement would fit Crom- 
wel and thoſe Uſurpers ; and tho he had 
mention'd ſome ditferences, yet they 


made no Cvitterence in the Argument 
Th::s the Dr. denies, and ſays they were 
not fetled according to his account of 
a Settlement not having a national con- 
ſent ; and therefore they might, ur they 
might not ſubmit; 1t was lawful, but 
notneceſlary nor matter of Conſcience, 
and they might be determin'd by thei: 
honour or intereſt ; well ſuppoſe all 
this, and that thoſe Uſurpers were not 
9 fetled, were not each of them actu- 
ally poſle(ls'd of Power, Did they not 
attually adminiſter the Government ? 
And this the Dr. (in that very anſwer; 
expreſly aflerts, That the Power of the 


Nation was for ſome time in their Vindic. 
hands: And it it was in their hands p, 59. 


then they atually prſſeſs'd it, and tor 
the time they poſle(s'd it, they nt 
(according to him) be Sovereigns, at 
lealt Sovereigns of Gods making, and 
the Allegiance bf the Subject was (o 
long due to them. For ze zs as certain 
as any propoſition in Logich, that attu- 
al paſſeſſion of Power and Subjettion 
are relations, and have a mutual and 
neceſſary reſpett to each other, and that 
Dominion and Government makes a 
K/ngs But then. what becomes of the 
fine pretences of Honour, Interel(t, and 
his notion of a thorough Settlement ; 
tor if theſe Uſurpers were not ſetled ac- 
cording to his account of a Settlement, 
they were poſleſſed of Power. ac- 
cording to [1s account of Poflellion of 
Power : And it Atual Government 
makes a King, Cromwe! was a King, 
and had the Relation of a King ; and 
the People were bound in Conſctenceto 
ſubmit to him ; and then I would teign 
know how the D:s. Hononr and Inter- 
eſt would excufe them. Now tho the 
Dr. will not allow me, that his account 
of a thorough Settlement, fits Crome 
wel to all intents and parpoſes, hs Ac- 
count of Poſſetlion of Power, and ad- 
miniſtration of Government, fits him 
juſt as if it had been made for him. 
Now (to ſay no more) this is as great 
a Reftection upon tholgWorthies of our 
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Chuich and Nation, as I had charg'd 
upon his account of a thorough Settle= 
ment. Well! but this I ſuppoſe zs 4 
prejudice and no argument ; But I 
will tell him what 1s an argument, and 
directly againſt him ; and that 1s, that 
his Anſwer there 1s a plain contradictt- 
on to all his Arguments and Afſertions 
here ; and I pray him to reconcile them. 
He hath given us a great many diſtin- 
Ctions already, but none of them will 
ſerve the turn ; and if he pleaſe to find 
out ore more to make his Anſwer 
there, and his Doctrine here to agree. 
For if actual Poſſeflion of Power, and 
Allegiance have a mutual and neceſſary 
reſpect to each other, let him tell me, 
it he pleaſe, why the Rumps and Crom- 
els actual Poſſeflion of Power, and 
the Subjects Allegiance had not as mu- 
tual and necellary reſpect to each other, 
as the Actual Poſleſſion of Power by 
zny other Ulurper. 

The Dr. (by way of objection to 
what he had taid) fays, A!! rhat I know 
that can be ſaid in thy Cauſe (and 
which thoſe men muſt ſay, who make 
Allegiance inſeparable from Right) # 
only thu, that the Relation continues 
as long as the fundamentum Relatio- 
 nis,that whereon the Relation 15 found- 
ed continues, and that being a Legal 


Right, while thu Right remains, ſuch ' 


a Legal King, tho be be fallen from 
Power i King ſtill, and Subjetts are 
Subjetts ſtill, and owe Allegiance to 
him. By this time, I (uppole, the Dr. 
may know that ſomething elſe may be 
ſaid in thy Cauſe: And I know no 
manner of neceflity why we muſt ſay 
ſo row; {er the fingle queition is whe- 
ther Actual Government and Allegi- 
ance, are the Relations that make the 
Rel.tives, and do mutuo ſe ponere (3 
toilere: Ard this may be ſufficiently de- 
teimin'd without mingling the Funda- 
mentum Relationts mn the diſpute. But 
this objection he made for his own ſake ; 
and tho it be not needful for us to ſay, 


that the Relation continues, as long 93 
the Fundamentum Relationis cont:- 
wuues, it was very needful tor him to 
lay ſo. And it 15 the very anſwer he 
gives, to what I (aid to prove, that A» 
ctual Government and Allegiance do 
not mutuo ſe ponere & tollere, if 4 
Subje be taken captive, or otherwiſe 
bindred from paying attual Allegiance, 
is the Relation loſt, and does he there- 
fore tmmediatly ceaſe to be a Subjebt ? 
And therefore neither doth a King, af 
he be hindred from the Attual Admi- 
niſtration of Government, ceaſe to be 
a King ; but hath the ſame Right to 
our Allegiance in, and out of Poſſeſſi- 
on. To this the Dr. replies, theſe two 
caſes are not parallel, in the ferſt caſe, 
tho the Subjet 1s taken captive ; yet 
the Foundation of the Relation 1s not 
dettroy'd , for his Prince #s on his 
Throne ſtill in the Atual Admimniſtr a- 
tion of Government, tho he be wiolent* 
ly torn from him, ſo that his Relation 
may continue, becauſe he has a Prince 
to whom he 1s related. But when the 
Prince is fallen from hu Kingdom and 
Power, the Foundation of the Relation 
% at preſent deſtroy d. And now we 
ſee the meaning of the Drs. objection, 
which was not to anſwer an objection 
of ours which we never made, nor need 
to make, but to prepare an Anſwer to 
an Argument, which otherwiſe he could 
not Anſwer. But for all this artifice he 
muſt have a good hand at reconciling 
contradictions, that can reconcile this 
Anſwer with his foregoing aſſertions. 
The Foundation of the Drs. Argument 
is, that Government and Allegiance are 
Relations, and do mutuo ſe ponere & 
tollere ; and then the ceafing of Alle- 
giance deſtroys the Relation of Goverg- 
ment, as much as the ceaſing of Go- 
vernment deſtroys the Relation of Ak 
legiance ; and when a Subject falls from 
his Allegiance, he diffolves the Relation 
of the Prince to him, as much as the 
Princes falling from actual Govern- 
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ment, diffolves the Relation of a Sub- 
ject. For thisI take to be the meaning 
of muto ſe ponunt &9 tollunt. But the 
Dr. whatſoever he had ſaid the leaf be- 
fore, is now for making a ſinzle not 
rutual Reſpect of it : The Prince 1s 
in the Throne, andin the attual Ad- 
miniſtration ; and therefore the Sub- 
ject 18 the Subject ſtill, whatſoever be- 
comes of his Allegiance, and that is no- 
thing deſtroys the Relation between 
King and Subject, but the Princes 
lofing actual Government ; but then 
what becomes of mutuo ſe ponunt & 
tollunt, and Atiual Government and 
Al'egtance, having a mutual and ne- 
par” reſneft to each other ? that is 
not tor me to know, and the Dr. may 
reconcile it, and if he pleaſe he may 
take his Fundamentum Relations along 
with him to help him out. And yet at- 
ter all I muſt confeſs the Dr. has given 
a very good anſwer; for he ſays, that 
the King i on the Throne ſtill , tho 
the Subje& is violently torn from him, 
andthe Relation may continue, becauſe 
he has a Prince to whom he m related, 
and this is certainly true. But then it 
follows, the Relation of a Prince may 
continue, becauſe he has Subjets to 
whom he is related, for mutuo ſe pv- 
nunt, as well as tollunt : And if the 
Relation of a Subject continues, tho 
he be violently torn from his Prince, 
the Relation of a Prince continues, tho 
he be violently torn from his Subjects ; 
for the reſpect is mutual, and the King 
hath no more Relation to the Subject, 
then the Subject to the Prince. But 
this ſame actual Admini'tration ſerves 
many purpoſes: In the Cafe of Allegi- 
ance 1t was a Relative, a little before it 
was the Relation that made the Rela- 
tive; and now it 1s Frndamentum Re- 
lationts. And what will it be next 2 
In the Caſe of Alzegrance, 1t was 4s 
certain as any propoſition in Logics, 
that Attna! Admmiſtration of Govern- 
ment and Allegianice were Relatives, 


and did mutuo fe ponere & tollere- 
three pages before it was as certain as 
any propoſition in Logich, that they 
were Relations and did the ſame thing ; 
and now 'tis as certain as any propoft- 
tion in Logick, that actual Admini- 
{tration does all the murual buſineſs it 
ſeif. And it is as certain as any Propo- 
fition in Logick ; that when men leave 
the plain ind beaten paths, they get in- 
to a wood, and know not how to get 
out again. 

And now it is time to come to his 
Anſwer; and when he had m:de us fay 
what he pleas'd, and tells us moreover 
we muſt (ay ſo, one would have thought 
that at leatt he ſhould have anſwered 
that. But he will not vouchfate any 
clear and plain anſwer to his own obje- 
Cttion : For to a Legal Right berg the 
Fundamentum Relitioms ; He thus 
anſwers, Now to ſhorten this diſpute, 
T ſhall only obſerve, that a Lega! He- 
reditary Right # not the Fundamen- 
tum Relationis. And what then! Lega! 


. Right may be the Foundation for all 


that. There are different kinds of Le- 
gal Right, and an Hereditary Right 1s 
one ; the objection is general ot a Le- 
gal Right, and the Anſwer 1s ſpecral of 
one of the Speczes. But let us hear 
his reaſon, for then there would be no 
Foundation, for this Relation between: 
Prince and Subjetts in any but Heredi. 
tary Kingdoms, and why fo? are there 
no Legal Rizhts to Government in any 
but Hereditary Kingdoms ? and may 
not an Heredstary R115: im Hereiitary 
Kingdoms be the Foundation of the 
Relation, not as 'tis Horeditary. but as 
'tis Legal, and other Lega! Rights be 
the Foundation in other Kingdoms 2 
But (faith he) zhe ſame R.. ityon Can 
have bit one Foundation ; very well, 
and tnen an Hereditary Right cannot 
be the Foundation, but a Lega! Right 
may. For the Famdation may be one 
as 'tis L-2al, tho divers as 'tis Hered1- 
tary, or Elective : But (ſaith he) there 
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are a prent many tways whereby Prins 
ces are advanced to the Throne, an 
Hereditary Rizht , the Eleftion of 
the People , the nomination of God, 
a Divine Entai! and Conqueſt, which 
very much differ from each other ; 
And what if they do differ in other 
reſpects : They may not differ as to 
their being Legal, for a Prince ad- 
vanced to the Throne any of theſe 
ways, or any other, may have a Legal 
Poſleflion of it ; (And we are not now 
diſputing when Conqueſt becomes a 
Legal Title) But if all theſe be dif- 
ferent foundations there muſt be dif- 
ferent kinds and ſpecies of Kingſhip. 
That may very well be though not 
becauſe the foundations are difterent 
in this reſpe& : Different Laws and 
Conſtitutions may make ditterent kinds 
of Government, though all theſe kinds 
are Legal according to the — 
Laws of the reſpective Countries. An 

E wonder what the Doctor means when 
he immediatly adds, whereas the Ke- 
lation between King and Subjef x the 
ſame in all? Now he tells us, that Go- 
vernment is the Relation of a King, 
and Allegiance the Relation of a Sub- 
ject, and if the Relation be the 
fame in all Countries, then Govern- 
ment and Allegiance are the ſame in 
all Countries. And that is, that the 
Government and Allegiance 1n Po- 
land is the ſame Government and Al- 
legiance with that in England, and 
both the ſame with that in Turkey, 
and all three the ſame all over the 
World. Now I always thought, that 
the Engliſh Government , and the 
Engliſh Allegiance were founded on 
the Engliſh Laws and Conſtitution ; 
as the Government and Allegiance 1n 
other Countries, were founded on their 
reſpeCtive Laws. And then the foun- 
dition of the Relation between Prince 
and Subject, is the reſpective Conſti- 


tution of each Country 3 which though 
they differ ſpecifically, as they are dif- 
ferent Laws, yet they agree in the ge- 
neral as they are Laws. Now faitit 
the Doctor, we muſt find out ſuch 4 
foundation for this Relation, as alt 
ſerve all Sovereign Princes ; very 
well! and here we have found it, and 
that is the Laws of each Country. 
But this will not ſerve the Doctor ; 
and therefore he ſays, and that can 
be no other but the Authority of 
God, by which Kings Reign, and to 
which Subjes owe Obedzence : Very 
well, and grant him that too, the 
Queſtion {ill returns, Is the Autho- 
rity of God the Foundation of this Re- 
lition abſtracted from the Laws of 
each Country, or annexed to them ? if 
abſtracted from the Laws, then Go- 
vernment and Allegiance are the ſame 
in all Countries ; for where the foun- 
dation of the Relation, and the Rela- 
tion are the fame, the Government 
conſtituted upon that foundation, and 


- the duties flowing from that relation 


are the ſame likewiſe : But it they are 
not the ſame, as 'tis plain they are not, 
then whence ariſes the difference, not 
rom the authority of God abſtracted 
from Laws ( for that is the ſame in 
all Countries) but from the different 
Laws ; and then the Authority of 
God 1s the foundation of this Rela» 
tion, as that Authority is annexed to 
the reſpective Laws of each Coun- 
try ; there is a plain difference in 
this matter all over the World; and 
Subjects in one Country are bound 
in Conſcience to obſerve Duties of 
Relation differing to what Subjects 
are bound in another; and let the Do- 
Ctor if he can give any other reaſon 
for it. 

The Doctor indeed tells us, that 
this is not alivays annexed to a 
Legal Right, but is always annexed 
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to a full and ſitled poſſeſſion of the Throne, 
No man can have God's Authority who has not 
the atlual Powtr and Aithority of Government. 
Bur this 1s gratis diflums and it the Door 
will give me leave, 1 ſhould rather believe, 
thac God's Authority was with King Charles 
the Sccond in baniſhment, than with Cr:4well 
who was pcſſeis'd of his Throne: for God's 
Authority #s the Authority of Government ; it is ſo, 
bur ir is the Authority of a Legal Government; 
Illegal Government is no more God's Authort- 
ty, than Injuſtice and Unrighreouſne(s are 
God's Laws. Burt when Princes fall from Go- 
wernment, i. e. when they cannot actually go- 
vern, ſo far they loſe God's Authority z but that 
docs nor follow, for God's Authority Is an- 
nex'd to the lawful Governors in and out of 
Poſlefſion ; as fit was to Joaſh, David, and 
King Charl:s, tho each of them was hindred 
from a&ual Adminiſtration, by the reſpe&ive 
Liſu-pers chat poſleſs'd rheir Thrones, 

The DoGtor adds. [ gra't #1 all other Relas 
tions, where the Relation it ſelf does not conſoſt 
in the Authority of Government, nor the foundati- 
on of the Relation ce:(e by falling from the aTual 
Authority of Government, the caſe 4 different, 
What does he mean ? Thar the Relatives, or 
(as the DoRor will have it) the Relations of 
King and Subje& do only matuo ſe ponere CÞ tol- 
lere, or that when the foundation of that Re. 
larion ceaſes, that Relation ceaſes; bur it is nor 
ſo in all other Relations : he tells us, that Au- 
thority is the Relation of a King, and God's 
Authority is the foundation of that Relation; 
and that when theſe ceaſe, the Relation ceaſes 
and the Kingſhip is loft, And then rells us, 
the Caſe 5 , j, e. to my underſtanding 
this caſe difters in other Relations : now tho 
there is a difference between the Relation of 
King and Subje&, and other Relations, yet as 
to their mutual being, and ceaſing, there is no 

difference; and ihar T think is 
Poſiſcripr the Caſe, and was the Caſe | pur, 
P+ 9. and which the Do&or here refers 

tO, To ſay that aftaal Adminifivati- 
on of Government an1 Alleg. are Kelatives, 5 to 
ſay that the afiua! Groernment of a Maſter and 
the Obedience of Servants ave Relatives 5 ſo toat 
if a Maſter be ſpivited away, or takin captive, ſo 
as he can give no direltions in h1s Family nor 
aitually govern it, his Servants ceaſe 10 be bis 
Servants, and the Relation i; extinit, &c And 


here let us try the DoRor's Argument; Now 
tho the Government of the Maſter, and the Obeas. 
ence of the Servant, ave not Relatives, yet they 
are the Relations that male the Relatives, and 78 
muruo ſe ponere & tollere; for what « the 
Relation of a Maſter to a Servant ? bis Dominion 
and Government : and what :s the Relation of £ 
Servant to bus Maſter ? his aug Obedience and 
Subjeftion : then I omnion and Government ma\ 65 
4 Maſter, and Obedience a Srruznt ; and Obedte 
ence bas as neceſſary a Relation to Government. as 
a Maſter has to his Seryant ; if no Ma'er, thi > 
can be no Servant , if no Government of 24 Miſter, 
no Obedience of a Servant ; for if the Maſter can't 
command, the Servant cai't ole. And ler me 
ask the Do&or's Queſtion, 77 22 75 the Rl rtion 
between Maſter and Servant > lit him think of any 
thing elſe if he can, wherein to place it, beſedes the 
attual Government of a Maſter on the one hand to 
make a Maſter, and the obligation to ſubjeft him 
on the other hand to make a Servant , then where 
the altual Government of a Maſter ce:ſts, his Mae 
fterſhip is loſt, and the Subjetlion of bs Servants 
with it, The Man ; in bring, bit the Maſter is 
gone. Now upon this way of arguing I doubt 
the abſurdity will follow which I urg'd upon 
him before, that if a Maſter, after his Capti- 
vity, return to his Liberty, and to his Family, 
his Houſe and Family are beſtowed upon ano- 
ther Maſter that will govern jt, for they have 
nothing more to do with him ; the Relation 
was only berween his a&ual Goverament and 
their Obedience, and according to the Door 
in his new book, 1h: the Relation is defiroy'd 
the Relative ceaſes, Now to evade this I ſup. 
poſe the Door ſays, Tie caſe i different in all 
other Relations 5 for he immediatciy inſtances 
as bitween Parents and Children, Maſters and 
Servants, where the Relation is founded in natures 
or purchaſe, or civil Contratts unter the ſuperior 
Dzreftion an Government of the Civil Authority, 
tho the Maſter of .a F amily, as he ſays, be ſpirit 
ed away, or tak'n Crptice, buys Servants, Hoaſe 
aid Family, do not preſent'y fall to the lot of the 
next Poſſeſſor, but mt be diſpoſed of by the Laws 
of the Country, and the Authority of the Prince 
for ſuch private and peculiar Intreſts are ſubjett 
to publick Laws and a ſuperior Aitbority. This 
is true encugh, but ro Anſwer, for the pre- 
ſenr Queſti:n is whether 2&ual Government 
and Obedience be Relatives, or in che Doftors 
pew language Relations, and Jo mtyo fe pore- 
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re &# tollere: If the Do&or would have glven 
a direct Anſwer to this, it would have ſhew'd 
che weakneſs and inconſcquence of hls Argu- 
ment from Relatives and Relations. But 1n- 
ſtead of that he turns off to anorher buſineſs, 
and gives a Reaſon why a man's Houſe and Fa- 
mily does not fall ro the next Poſleſior, bc. 
cauſe the | aws of the Conntry kave provided 
for it 3 and (o they have; and have not the 
Laws of the Country provided for Alleg. alſo ? 
and I would fain fce a Reaſon why the Alleg. 
of the Su je& 1s not under the direction of 
the Law, as well as his Houſe or Eftate? of 
why the Government muſt fall co the lot of the 
next Poſſeſor, any more than the Subjects 
Houſe or Family? For all Property is found- 
ed in Right, as well the Kings Property as the 
Prop*rrry of the Subjz<@, and the Law hath 
raken as much, and a preat deal more care 
cf ihe Property of the King, than of that of 
any of t'e Subjcetts, And I wonder why rhe 
Law ſhould not do the King Right as vell as 
the Subject. And this is no more than the 
Conſequence of what the Doftor himſelf al- 
ferts, for he tells us the diſpoſleſied Prince 
hath ſtill the Legal Rzght £ and if he hath the 
Legal Right, then the Law would reſtore him 
to the poſiceiſion of ir, if the Law might rake 
irs courſe, and was duly obſerved, Bur (faith 
- the Door) The Authority of Goa is at his own 
dijpoſalz right, and fo is every thing elſe at 
God's diſpoſal as well as Authority ; and the 
DPottrine of Providence ſufficiently proves ir, 
But that does nor make every man's Houſe or 
Family fall to the lot of the next Poſleſſor, 
but they muſt notwichftanding be diſpos'd 
of by the Laws of the Conntry. But then 
why does ir make the Erown fall to the lor 
of the next Poſſeſſor > Are there no dire- 
Qlons cf Laws for that as well as for the other ? 
Th: Do&or's Reaſon, hen the Kings Sovertigns 
ty, i. e. his actual poſſeſſion of the Govern- 
ment, 3s loſt, there 3s no higher Tribunal to ap- 
ptal to, but to God, who removtth and ſetteth up 
Kings, 's fallacious ; for the Law is to be ap- 
pral{ to, which determines the Rights of 
Kings, and ſecures them too, as well as che 
Rights of the Subje&. Richard Duke of York 
appeal'd ro the Laivs, to make good }15 Rizht 
againſt Henry 6, and the Laws carried It againft 
the Poſſeſſor. Bur ir ſeems the Law ſecures 
the Subje&s Right our of Poſſeſſion, an will 


do him juſtice, and help him to recover It; 
but for a King our of Poſſeſſion, the Law makes 
him a Right indeed; bur he muſt get into. the 
Poſtethon of ir when he can, the Laws can lend 
him no afliſtance z aad tho jt does Right to 
every man elſe, ir will do him none. 

The L,o@or comes to my third Reaſon a- 
gainſt his Diſtin&ion about a Di- 
vine Entail, with reſpe& ro the Poſtſcript, 
Caſe of 7oaſh, which was, Toe Do= Þ. Io. 
(0's DiſvinTion i again(t him; "tis 
true God did entail the Kingdom of Judah on the 
Family of David, and for that yeaſon they evght 
not to ſubmit to an Uſurper : but this i ſn far from 
b:izg a reaſon why they may ſubmit to one #1 other 
Kingdoms where Entails are mane by Laws, that 
it 1s a reaſon and a very good one why they 0, ht 
not. 

Here the DoRor te!1!'s me I miſtake the v- 
of his Diſtia&ion, and rhe ſubſtance of whar 
he ſays is, 1s.þ was 20t to prove that the SuJ- 
jets mi ht not ſubmit to any other providential 
Kings when there was no King by ſuch Entail, or 
x0 ſuch King was bno in; but it ww to ſhew, 
that when God nominated a new King, 0r diſco= 
wered the right Heir, the Reign of ſuch providen- 
tial Kings was t an end, and the Subjefts may 
and ought to depoſs or kill them : that is to ſay, 
they ought to be kill'd for being God's pro- 
videnrial Kings ; for that is che Crime, and 
I would fain have the Door tell me how 
Gods gift becomes a criminal and capital Of- 
fence ; God makes them Kings, and they ought 
to be knocked on the head for being ſo; for 
what are they to be kill'd for but their Uſur- 
pation? and fr is a pretty, odd reaſon, that a 
man ought to be put to death becauſe God hath 
made him a King, and given him his Aucho- 
rity. Their knowing the right Heir makes 
no difference; fcr tho that may juſtifie the de- 
poſing the Uſurper becauſe there Is a better 
Right to the Crown, yet what juſtifies the 
ſlaying him ? for ſo long as he poſſeſſes the 
Throne (long or ſhort 2s God plea- 


- ſes, as the DoRor ſays, yet ſo Caſe of Al 


long as he poſſeſſeth ir) he has leg. p. 26, 
a Right from God, and a provi. 
dential Title. Bur then why would not God's 
Right as well ſave his life, as juſtt- 
fie his Government. The DoRor Vindic, 
ſays indeed thar whatever Authority p. 39. 
Athaliah had before, when Joaſh was 

anointed 
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anointed ſhe ſunk into the ſlate of Subjeft, and 
then to kill ber was not to kill 4 ten de fatto, 
but a Subjeft who had been an uſurper, but now 
was 4 Subjet again, Right; but was It nor 
to kill her for having been a Queen 4? fao, 
j. e. for having a Right aod Authoriry from 
God to govern Fudah fcr fix years + bur faich 
che DoEor, and therefore no Fidelity and Alle- 
gianct was due to ber. And what then? May 
every Subje& be kill'd becauſe no Fideliry 
and Allegiance is due to them - According tO 
him, they on'd ber Fidelity and Alleg. when ihe 
adminiſired rhe Government: And it is 4 
ſtrange Rea'on that they oughe to kill her for 
that very thing for which they ow'd her Ft- 
delity and Alleg. Wil! the ſame thing des» 
ſerve Death and A'leg. roo, nay will it deſerve 
Death for the ſime Reaſon for which 1* de- 
ſe;v'd Alleg. i. e. the poſſeſſcon of the Throxe. 
Bur to return, 

The ' oftor pretends to make a mighty dif- 
ference as to the uſe of his diſtin&ion, 1m their 
baving #0 King by Goa's Entai!l, or their nas 
knowing of ach a King, whereas this neither 
concerns the Caſe of Foaſh and Athaliah; Foz 
was their King by ſuch Enrail, and the DoQor 
juftifies the ſubmithon of Jeboiads, who knew 
of ſuch a King, notwithſtanding his Diſtin&1- 
on and the uſe he would make of jt. Nor 
does ir affe& the Caſe in diſpute; for who 
doubts but Subje&s may ſubmit to the Poſleſ- 
for, if they have no legal King, or know of 
none z but the Queſtion is, Whether they 
may lawfully do the fame, when they have a 
rightful King, and know it : and whether a 
humane Entajl does not wake a rightful King 
in other Kingdoms as well as a divine Encail 
did in the Kingdom of fi4ah? and conſe- 
quently whether Subjeds 1n other Kingdoms 
can lawfully fubmir and own the Authority of 
an Uſurper when the right Heir is living and 
known, any more than they could do fo in 
the ſame circumſtances in the Kingdom of 7.» 
dah. And that they cannor, I think 1 have 
ſufficiently prov'd ; and let us fce what the 
Poor ſays to diſprove it. 

My reaſon was, © For God's entailing the 
© Crown of 74dah was the Law of that King- 
© dom in that reſpe&, and the People of 
© other Kingdoms are as much bound to 0b- 
© ſerve their own Laws, as the People of 7x- 
© 4ab were theirs. All humane Laivs that are 


© juſt bind 10 Conſcience, and (according try 
©che Dofor's own Principles) thoſe Laws 
© were made by God's Authority. $So that 
© the DoQor miſtakes the Queſtion ; we do 
© not oppoie humane Laws to God's Aurhort- 
© ry, but we oppole Laws which arc made by 
© God's Aurhority, and wht'ic' are Rules to us, 
© to Providence, which 1s no Rule, When 
© God enrail'd th: Crown upon David's Polite» 
© rity, they had then a legal Right rn it, and 
© fo hath every family in other Kingdoms, up= 
© on winch an Enra!l is made hy the reipe- 
* Five Lyws of the Crun'ry. Thus far the 
bot x hath repeated ; but there is ſomething 
eElſc that I added, which is both a proof and 
illuſicacion of e':is mirter, and which i: ſeems 
the Door did not care to meddle 
with. And it 1s this; King Charles 
the Secord had as good a Right to 
the Crown of England as Joaſh ha4 
fs tht 0 Judah, av4 Cromwell's uſurpation was 
no more 4 bay to hin, nor gate him by his p:ſleſ- 
ſeon of the Throne, any more Right to 0 Alleg. 
than Athaltaii's w.rs agaiaſt Joalh, or than her p,< 
ſe/ſſton gave hiv a Right to the Alleg. of the People 
of [udain, This I though was a pertinent Ex- 
ample to iNluftra:e and confirm the truth-of 
what I have ſaid, and per'"aps the DoRor 
thoughr ſo too, and therefore Jer it alone, 
This to my #»457/tan ting ( which the 

Dc&or 1s ſatisfied is not very good) Vindic. 
would have brought the controver- p. 71. 
ſie home; and it the Doctor wou'd 

have anſwered dire&Fly, he mutt cirher have 
aſſerted that King C-27,:s had not as 210d & 
Right ro the Crown of Evg/2nd as 73:% had ro 
thar of 7112), or elſe he muſt have forſaken 
his Diſtin&lon, and I now give him notice of 
ir, and deſire him in his next to give me a 
plain and categorical Anſwer to it, 

In the mcan rime let us conſider what An- 
ſwer he harh made to to much as he hath ra- 
ken notice of 5 bur here he 1s at the old trade 
ag.in, of asking twenty. Queſtions inſtead of 
an{wering one, But ((aith he) what would 9% 
Author prove from this? That in every heredita- 
yy Kingdom the lega! heir has a legal Right to 
the Crown a« well 25 in Judah; and did 1 ever 
deny it ? No Sir, you did not deny it in di- 
re terms, buc you have done as good as 
deny it; for you ailow he harh a legal Right 
flil! ; but chen ir ſeems it Is fuch a Right, as 
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thoſe Perſons who next to himſelf are moſt 
corcern'd in ir, are bound to keep him from 
jr : for whar lege] Right hath a King of any 
Kingdom, but by the Laws of that Kingdom, 
and whom do the Laws of chat Kingdom re- 
fpe& bur the People of that Kingdom; and if 


the People who are under the immediate di-- 


re&ion of thoſe Laws are bound to do him no 
Right, nay are bound to oppoſe ir, then he 
can have no Right done him by verrue of the 
Laws that give him his Right, and that I 

think is equivalent to no Right art all. 
P, 26, The DoQor 1n his Caſe of Alleg. gives 

a plcaſant account of this matter ; He 
tells us, That God's Providence ( in ſetting 
up an Uſurper) does not divelt the difpoſſeſſed 
Prince of his legal Right nor forvi4 him to reco= 
wer his Thront, nor forbid thoſe who are under #9 
obligations to the Prince in poſſeſſion, to aſſiſt the 
diſpoſſeſſed Prince to recover hu lega! Right, That 
ſs to lay, a Foreigner who is not concern'd in 
the Laws of the Country, may do the Vrince 
Juſtice according to the tenor of theſe Laws, 
when the Kingdom whoſe Laws they are, are 
in Juſtice and Conſcience bound to the con- 
trary, The Prince hath his legal! Right by 
the Laws of the Land, and the People are un- 
der the dire&ion and obligation of the Laws 
of the Land And if the Laws have any ef- 
ſe, in all reaſon ir muſt be on the People 
whoſe Laws they are; and ir is unaccounta. 
ble how a Stranger may juſtly give the Prince 
his Right according to the Laws of the Land ; 
and yet the People whoſe Laws they are, 
cannot in juſtice do ir, nay are bound in con- 
ſcience to hinder ir as much as they are able; 
it is as much as to ſay, that a Judge and Jury 
whoſe proper buſineſs ir is ought not to do 
Right ro the oppreſſed, but the Mob, or any 
body elſe, may juſtly do ir. I know an 1n- 
jur'd Prince may crave aid of a Foreigner, 
and he may juſtly affift him, bur ir is jn choſe 
caſes only, witere hls Subjetts are bound to do 
him Right, bur will vor, Bur ] would fain 
know how ir is righteous in a Foreigner to 
do Right according to the Law cf the Land, 
and yer unrighteous in the People to do 1r, 
nay. very righteous to oppoſe Ir, Eut the Do- 
Ror hath given us ſuch a Legal Righr th.r ne- 
ver was heard of, A Right in Fiion and 77 
nubibus, which neither hath nor can be execus 
ted by ver:ue of the Laws, nor the Proviſions 


it makes, The Law makes a Right, and eve 
perſon within the compaſs and extent of thoſe 
Laws is bound to oppoſe it; but any body 
elſe, who is out of the bounds and power of 
the Law, may honeſtly effeR It: in ſhort, ir 
is ſuch a legal Right, which is under the cog- 
nizance of foreign force, bur our of the na- 
tice, power, or obligarion of the Laws that 
make it: it is ſuch a legal Right which juſti- 
fies any perſon, who Is not concern'd with the 
Laws, to eſtabliſh it, But thoſe who are un. 
der the dire&ion of the Laws by which the 
Right is, are bound to prevent it, And that 
is, it 1s a legal Riddle, which no body can 
expound, 

The Door goes on with his Queſtions, 
Or (would he prove) that the tinding Laws 
of every Country ave the Rule for Subjefs in ſtt- 
ting up Kings, when it # their own Alt and 
Choice, and who denies this tos? Now I am not 
very well ſatisfied with the wording of this ; 
Free A and free choice in ſetting up Kings, is 
nor very (vitable to hereditary Kingdoms ; and 
in the ſame manner he expreſſes jt a little af- 
ter, No man ever denyd but that in making 
Kings, Subjifts are bound by the Laws of the 
Lana when it is their own free and voluntary AF, 
Bur ſupp'\ſing he means innocently however 
he hath expreſs'd ir: This I ſay, if it be the 
Dury of Subje&s, and they are bound ro own 
their legal King, then how comes the contra- 
ry to be their duty, and they are bound to 
diſown and reje& him. Force | grant may 
ſuſpend a Duty, and hinder the pe: formance, 
but can never make it none, or alter the nts 
ture of moral duties. This js a pure acc.unt 
of a moral duty ; ir is the Subje&s duty to own 
the King by legal Right when they are free, 
bur when they 2re urder force jt is their 4u'y 
to kill and defiroy him. 
when they are free, how comes the contrary 
to be a duty when they are under force, The 
being free, and being under force, makes 
ſome difference as to te a&u:] performance, 
but none as to the hahir and obligation z while 
the force continues the AR is (ſuſpended, but 
the habit remains and the obligation cont 
nues; and If it be a duty when they are free, 
"is a duty alſo when they are under force 
And the fee choice, and volurtiry Atts the Do» 
for ſpeaks of is no d ference In the du'y, 
tho jt may be in the performance of it, Alleg- 
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was due to Joſh. and to Charles the Second, 
all the time of their diſpoſſefſion , . tho their 
Loyal Subjects, who were under the force of 
the Reſpective Uſurpers could not perform tt. 
The Dr. ſays, his Hypotheſis is not concern'd 
in this Queſtion. But I think it is, and that 
confiderably : for if the Queſtion be admit- 
ted, that the Subjects are bound to own and 
adhere to the King by Legal Right, when they 
are free, I would tain know how they become 
bound to the clean contrary, to difown him, 
and reject him, when under force, how it 1s 
their duty in Conſcience to fet him up when 
free; and their duty in Conſcience alſo, to de- 
{troy him , and kill him, when under force. 
But of this before. 

As to what the Dr. ſays, that no man ever 
deny'd, but that in making Kings , Subjefts 
are bound by tht Laws of ._ Land, when it 
#s their own free and voluntary A : I ſhall 
leave him to diſpute the Point with the Con- 
vention : And becauſe we are upon Queſtions, 
he may anſwer theſe Two when he pleaſe : 
1. Whether the ſetting up King William, and 
Mary, were not their own free and voluntary 
A&t?2 And, 2. Whether it were agreeable to 
the Laws of the Land, or in the Drs. own 
words, Whether they made the Law their 
Rule ? If he anſwers the Firſt affirmatively, and 
the Second negatively, 'tis plain Satyr and In- 
veftive againſt them ; and the Convention, 1 
ſuppoſe, will not take it well from him , as he 
fays, the complying Nobility and Gentry wil! 
not take it well from me ( p. 65.) if hean- 
ſwers both affirmatively. His Hypotheſis of 
Illegal and Uſurped Powers is a meer trifle, and 
ſhews only how the Dr. can diſpute about no- 
thing to the purpoſe. 

The Dr. hath not done with his Queſtions ; 
but hath three or four more , which I am not 
concern'd to repeat ; nor can I gueſs for what 
end he made ſo many Queſtions, or any at 
all : He asks indeed, what I would prove; and 
then fills a whole Page with Queſtions. But 
he underſtands it well enough : for immediate- 
y after his Queſtions, he adds, The ſumm of 
bis Argument 1s this, that a Humane En- 
tail of the Crawn, made by the Laws of any 
Country, does in all Caſes, and to all intents 
and purpoſes , as much oblige Sulyefts, as a 
Divme Entail, which is only the Law of the 
Kingdom too.; for the People of other King< 


doms are 43 much bound to cbcrve their 600 
Laws, as the People of Judih were theirs. 
Now it ti1is be that which } wou!'d prove. what 
need was there of ſo many previous Queſtions, 
to entangle a plain thing ; and I own this is 
tat which I would prove ; only I except againſt 
his all Caſes, and to all intents and purpeſes, 
which are his words and not mine; and I will 
no more an{wer for his ſenſe, than he will for 
mine : My words are as much bound, which 
the Dr, ſums up too; and adds, in all Caſes, 
and to all intents,&c. as much oblige: whereas 
it 1s enough if they oblige as mrch in the 
preſent Caſe,and to the Preſent purpoſe, without 
running any further. And I do affert,that Entails 
of the Crown made by Humane Laws, do az 
much oblige the Subjects to own the Authori- 
ty of their Rightful King by thoſe Laws , and 
to diſown the Authority of an Uurper , as the 
Entail of God upon the Poſterity of David, 
did oblige the Subjets of Fudab , to own 
Foaſh, and to Depoſe and Slay Atha/iah: and 
let us ſee what the Dr hath to fay to it. 

He replys, The Diſpute mn general, about 
the Authority and Obligation of Humane 
Laws, 15 very ampertinent to this purpoſe ; 
for no man denyes it. Very well: but! Jobs 
they muſt oblige as much , and in ſuch Caſes 
only, as will fit the Drs. turn. Bu yer ( faith 
he) we think Divine Political Laws, much 
more ſacred, and univerſally obligatory, than 
any meer Humane Laws, tho made by men, 
who have their Authority of Government, and 
conſequently of making Lats from God: and 
I believe the Author is the firſt man who has 
equalled Humane Laws, mith thoſe Laws 
which are immediately given by God, NowT 
thought the Dr. had ſome fetch in putting in 
theſe ſame in all Caſes, and to all intents 
and purpoſes. But did I ever (ay, that meer 
Humane Laws, were as facred as Divine Laws 2? 
but as to their obligation , the Subjects in 
other Countrys are as much oblig'd to obſerve 
their Pelitical Laws, as the People of Zndab 
were theirs ; tho the one is made by God 
himſelf, and the other by his Authority. And 
this for the Reaſon that I gave ; becauſe a/l 
Humane Laws that are juſt bind in Conſci* 
ence. And need the Dr. be told , what is the 
meaning of Humane Laws binding #1 Conſc:- 
ence, which hath an immediate Reſpect to the 
Law of God, And the formal Reaſon _ 
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Humane Laws oblige in Conjcience , 1s not, 
becauſe they are meer Humane Laws (as tle 
Pr. hath a mind to phraſe it ) but becauſe 1t 1s 
the declared Will of God, they ſhould be 
ehey'd; and the obligation 27 Corſcrence to 
Humane Laws, 15 refolr'd only into the Law 
of (35od. And I hope the obligation may be 
equal with reſpect to the Law of God, tho the 
Laws themſelyes are not equal 272 a:{ Ca/cs, and 
to all intents and purpiſe. And I wonder 
where is the ſingularity of afferting this, as the 
Dr. out of extraordinary candor hath a mind 
to iwfinuate, 

But ( faith ke ) rhe Diſpute between Di- 
vine and Humane Lats, and a Divine and 
Humane Entail of the Crown , are of a very 
efferent nature, tho they be buth the Laws 
of the Country fir which they are mace : 
2, e, tho they are both Laws, and tho they 
both receive their binding power as they are 
Laws: and tho the difference the Dr. contends 
far, is. that the one is a Law of God ; and 
the other is a Law of man: Yet it ſeems the 
Diſpute about Laws would not ſerve the Turn ; 
and therefore they muſt be conſidered not as 
Laws, but as Entazls ; tho T mutit confeſs, I 
cin ſee no difference m that : for if they are 
Entaiis, they are Laws; and they are Laws, as 
they are Entails. And 1 do not very well ſee 
how their Conſideration can be ſever'd, or 
what need there is for it. But for 
all that, the Dr. tells us, #t will ea- 
ily <1 5a , if we compare God's 
making Kings by a Providentia! Settlement 
of them m the Throne , with a Divine, and 
with a Humane Entail. 4A Divine Entail 1s 
God's (etling the Crown on fuch a Fami'y by 
the expreſs Revelation of his Will; and tho 
God ſhould after this, ſettle a Prince an the 
Throne by his Providence, to whom the Crown 
did not belong by this Entai!, ſuch a Pro- 
widence will not juſtifie Subjetts, in ſubmit- 
timg to ſuch a Providential King, when it is 
in their Power to fet the Ri211t Herr upon 
the Throne : fir this wouid. b» to expound 
Providence ovamſt the expreſs Revelation of 
God's Will; But a Humane Ecall, 15 only a 
Providential Settlement of the Crum on ſuch 
a Fami'y; ond what it ſeiird rmly by Pro- 
dence , may be Providence 


”. 43. 


rn{etled by 
again : for where God makes Kings only by 
Providence, he can unmatke them by Iu Pro« 


. erdence allo, and make new ones. And what 


is all this to the Purpoſe ? and what fignifies 
this tedious Relation of his Hypotheſis , which 
we mult have at every turn * And what 1s 
his, to the d:Ference of the diſpute between 
Divine and Humane Laws, and Divine and 
Humane Extaz/s 2 All that concerns that, 1$ 
that a Divine Entail is God's Providential 
S-tlinz the Crown, by the expreſs Revelation 
of by Will: 12.e.1t is a Divine Law. And a 
Humane Entail , 5 only God's Providential 
Settiement of the Crown on ſuch a Family ; 
and that is, he hath ſetled it by a Humane Larw. 
And I would tain know, whether it binds as an 
ACt of Providence, or as a Law. Butgit ſeems 
the Laws of Entail, are to be ſubmitted to, 
not as Lams, but as Providences. And if we 
mulſt talk in this Cant, Ifay, that a Divine 
Entail, 1s God's Providential Settlement of the 
Crown, by exprefs Revelation ; that a Humane 
Entail is Cod's Providential Settlement by a 
Humane Law , but U/arpation is a bare Act 
or Permitſion of Providence, and no Settlement 
of the Crown at all. And why does a bare 
Act or Permiflion of Providence, defeat a Pro- 
vidential Settlement by Humane Law , any 
more than 1t does a Providential Settlement by 
Divine Law ? The Dr. fays, what 1s ſet/ed by 
Providence , may be unſetled by Providence 
AnAmn, 
gree of Providence. The Dr. ſays, we muſt 
not exponnd Providence againſt the expreſs re» 
ve/ation of God's Will. And I reply,we muſt not 
expound a bare ACt or permitiion of Providence, 
againſt a Providential Settlement by Law. 

But all this while my Anſwer is not touch'd, 
which 1s that the people of other Kingdoms 
are as mich bound to obſerve their own 
Laws, as the people of Judah were theirs, 
God's Entail was the Political Law of that 
Kingdom, ard a Humane Entail is the Law of 
other Hereditary Kingdoms : and the Laws of 
other Countrys oblige in Conſcience , as well 
as the Laws of Fudah. And if it was not 
lawful 10 own the Authority of an Uſaurper in 


the Kingdom of Zudah, becauſe contrary to' 


ther Laws, and their obligations to them ; nei- 
ther 13 it fo 1n any other Country for the 
fame re.!on. But here the Dr. ſhifts, and tells 
us. that the D:ſpute 1bout the Authority and 
Ob/1g4:ron of Humane Laws is imper:ment 
to the purpyg , bat gives no reaſon, _ 

is 


Very well, but then it is the ſame de- 
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his ſaying, for no man denys it, be a reaſon; 
he ſays after, that he Diſpute between D:» 
wine and Humane Laivs, and Divine and 
Humane Entails, are of a very different 
nature. And it may be fo, or it may not be 
ſo, for any thing he hath faid (for his com- 
paring a Divine and Humane Ertail makes no 
difference in that particular ) but this is trifling 
and amuting , . not anſwering. The Fngle 
Queſtion is, whether they are Laws or no 
Laws, and are to be confider'd as ſuch; is a 
Humane Entail, the Law of an Hereditary 
Kingdom z and does it oblige as fuch > Then 
it other Kingdoms are as much bound to ob- 
ſerve their Laws, as the people of Fudah were 
theirs, it plainly follows, that Uſurpation can- 
not be admitted againit a Legal Right in other 
Kingdoms , any more than it could in the 
Kingdom of Fudah. But this is impertinent to 
the purpoſe, 1. e. to the Drs. purpole. 

The Dr. goes on, This diſcovers the fallacy 
of what he adds, We do not oppoſe Humane 
Laws to God's Authority, but we oppoſe Laws 
that are made by God's Authority, and which 
are a Rule to us, to Providence, which is no 
Rule. Well! This I faid , and where is the 
fallacy > Now ( faith he) I would ark the 
Author, whether the Laws of England, which 
entail the Crown, are not Humane Laws ? 
To which I anſwer, yes : and moreover, they 
bind in Conſcience, with reſpect to the Laws 
of God. But I cannot tell what the Dr. will 
call them, whether Providential Settlements, 
or Providences: tor it ſeems they have no in- 
fluence on the Peoples Subjection, otherwiſe 
than as they are Previdences , and not as Laws 
backt with God's Authority. But ( faith he ) 
if they be, I ash, whether they do not opp«ſe 
theſe Humane Laws to the Authority of God, 
in making Kirgs by his Providence ? I anſwer 
no : for God makes Kings by his Provi- 
dence according to Legal Right. But it is ano- 
ther Quettion , Whether an Ufurper poſſeſſed 


of the Throne by Providence, be a King of 


God's making, or be made a King by God's 
Authority. Ard the Queſtion, as the Drs. puts 
it, is Sophiſtical : he mixes and contounds 
what ought to be divided , Whether Kings are 
made by God's Authority , and whether they 
are made by Providence, are two Queſtions, 
which he makes one; when Kings are made 


according to Legal Right, they are made by 


God's Authority z for the Laws have God's 
Authority : But that a Providential Potle(fion 
of the Throne is God's Authority . or that a 
Perſon fo poſlefied, is made a King by God's 
Authority , is that which the Dr. hath rot 
yet , and I ſuppoſe, will nut be able to 
prove. 

The Dr. adds, to avoid this, be will not eat 
them Humane Laws, but Laws made byGo!'s 
Authority. To avoid what? That Sophiſtical 
Queſtion before? I never ſo muchas thought 
of it. And I do not fee how I ſhould; for it 
affects nothing thit 1 have ſaid, . And now [ 
do know it, I do not ſee any (ſuch ſtrength in 
it, as will need any- Art or Pains to avoid 1t. 
But to fave him further trouble, I will tell him 
all the deſign I had in ſaying theLaws were made 
by God's Authority , was only to ſhew the ob- 
ligation of Humane Laws , that they bound in 
Conſcience, and were a Rule to us, and which 
Providence was not : and therefore all the patrs 
the Dr. takes to prove, that Humane Laws are 
not Divine Laws, concerns not me at all, ner 
the Queſtion : He diſ-utes only againſt his 
own fancy ; and therefore I ſhall not trouble 
the Reader with that , but go on to the 
next. 

Well! ( faith he) but theſe Laws are cur 
Rule. They are ſo, when they are 
not over-ruled by a Superionuy Au- P. 44. 
thority 3 but that they may be by the 
Authority of God. Very true. But are the 
Acts or Permitfitons of Providence, that Au- 
thority of Gcd- that over-rules the Laws ? Df» 
vine Laws are under God's Authority , as well 
as Humane Laws, and may be over-ruled by 
him when he pleaſe. But that is no proof, 
that Acts of Providence over-rule them. And 
the Queltion is not whether God's Authority 
may overerule Humane Laws, but whether bye 
meer Providence he doth over-rule them : and 
:1!l God doth over-rule them , they are our 
Rule. And the Providence of God 1s not our 
ice. Well, this aid : To this be replyes, if 
by this he means, we muſt not make Provi- 
dence the Rule of Good and Ewl to us, 1.e. that 
wo muſt not” think 1t lawful for us to do 
what ever the Providence of Ged does, I grant 
it : For the Laws of God are the Rules of 
Good and Evil, not his Providence : Very 
well; We muſt not think it lawful to do 
whatſcever the Providence of God does: but 
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may we think it lawful to do any thing that 
the Providence of God does, as it is meerly an 
Act of Providence , in oppoſition to a plain 
and known Rule, allow'd and authoriz'd by 
God himſelf, as is the Caſe of Humane Laws 7 
This is the fingle point : But let us ſee what a 
kind of Rule the Dr. makes of Providence. 
But (faith he ) if he means the Providence 
of God cannot dire our duty , cannot lay 
ſome new obligations on us , and diſcharge the 
old ones, this is manif-ſt'y falſe in a thouſand 
inſtances. What does Providence do this as 
a Rule ? That is the Queſtion : And I doubt 
to make it out, that we muſt have a new no- 
tion of a Rule, as we have had of Providence, 
and a through Settlement : What if Providence 
direct our duty ? it does not make it ; but the 
duty is to be meaſured by the Rule, and not 
by Providence. What if Providence layes new 
obligations en us, and diſcharges the old ones ? 
.the obligation and the diſcharge too , are to 
be taken from the Rule , and not from Pro- 
vidence ; and we are not to praCtiſe by Provi- 
dence, but by the Rule. And if Providence be 
contrary to the Rule, it diref?s no duty , nor 
lays any new obligations, nor diſcharges the 
old ones, Except it be quite contrary to the 
Drs. meaning ; if a man by Providence ufurps 
another mans poſſeſſion , all the Duty Provt- 
dence directs to, and all the obligation 1it lays, 
is to have juſtice done, and the poſſeſſion re- 
ttor'd to the right owner. So that I doubt the 
Drs. thouſand inſtances will come very ſhort ; 
and what are thoſe Inſtances? Every new Con- 
ditzon Providence puts us in, every new Rela- 
tion it creates, it requires ſome duties, and 
lays fome new obli2ations Os us. And what 
then 2? Is Providence the Rule of thoſe duties, 
or thoſe obligations > This is manifeſtly falle ; 
or 1s Providence the Rule of that Condition, 
or of that new Relation? This is manifeſtly 
talſe alſo: Suppoſe Providence puts a man into 
a ſtate of ſutferings, or into a ſtate of plenty, 
or any other ſtate ; the juſtice or injuſtice of 
theſe ſufferings, or proſperity, &c. are not to 
be meaſur'd trom Providence, but from ſome 
other Rule. Man and Wife come together by 
Providence, but whether they are related, and 
a relation is thereby contracted, is not to be 
known by Providence, but by the Rulethat 
directs and appoints that Relation. But if a 


Man and Woman come together, but not accor- 
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ding to God's Ordinance, they are not Man and 
Wite, nor is there any ſuch relation oetween 
them 3 tho one is by Providence, as well as 
the other : from whence nothing is more plain, 
than that Providence is no Rule in ſuch caſes, 
nor is any Relation to be known meerly from 
Providence, but from ſome other Rule. And 
this ſhews the fallacy of what follows: I ſhall 
inſtance ( ſaith he ) only in the Caſe before w, 
if the Providence of God can remove one 
King, and ſetup another, this does not alter 
the duty of Subjetts to their Prince , yet 
it changes the objett of their Allegiance, as it 
changes their Prince , the Laws of God pre. 
ſeribe the duty of SubjeRs to their Prince, bit 
the Providence of God makes him. New grant 
all this, the difficulty ſtill remains : Is Provi- 
dence the Rule whereby to diſcover, whether 
or no the object of Allegiance is chang'd, or 
whether one King is remov'd from being King, 
and another ſet up? When a Maſter is re- 
mov'd from his Family, or a Husband from 
his Wife, theſe are by Providence ; but if it 
he not according to the Laws of God in ons 
Caſe, and aceording to the Laws of the Society 
in the other , the Acts of Providence are no 
Evidence , that the objects of the reſpective 
duties are chang'd, nor are a Rule for the Ser« 
vants or Wite, to pay the reſpective duties to 
thoſe who poſſeſs the place or ſtation of the 
Perſons ſo remov'd by Providence... But the 
truth 1s, all this is Ambiguous and Sophilticah 
God makes, and removes, and ſets up Kings by 
his Providence, and fo he does Husbands and 
Maſters. But every Perſon that poſleſſes the 
places of theſe by Providence, is not therefore 
a King, a Husband, a Maſter, but ſuch only 
who poſleſs them according to the reſpective 
Laws and Rules that conklitute and appoint 
them. And therefore altho it be true, that 
God makes Kings, Husbands, and Maſters, by 
his Providence ; yet it 1s true likewiſe, that Per- 
ſons may by Providence ſuſtain the places of 
them, and yet be neither of theſe, And there- 
fore Providence is no Rule, nor can determine 
our Practices and Duties ; but in all ſuch caſes 
we are to be judg'd by Laws, and not by Pro- 
vidences. A Woman is not determin'd by Pro- 
vidence, whether a Man that co-habits with her, 
be her Husband; nor is a Subject determin'd 
by Providence, whether the Perſon that Polleſſes 
the Throne be his King , but by the Ly 
WIC 
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which diredt to the Perſon as all other Laws 
do) as well as to the Duty : and which are” a 
Rule to us, warranted by God hirfelf , and 
back'd with his Authority 3 and Providence is 
po Rule, nor have we any wai. ant or direction 
to obſerve it as ſuch. And therefore, not- 
withftanding all the Dr. hath here faid , the 

charge ſtands good againſt him. 


Poſtſcript, That the. Dr. miſtakes the Que- 
p. ſtim, we do not oppoſe Humane 


Laws to God's Authority, but we 
oppoſe Laws which are made by God's Autho- 
rity, and which are Rules to 1s, to Providence, 
which u no Rule. 

And new ( faith he) let us conſider the 
oppoſition he makes, between Humane Laws of 
Entail, and Providence ; for he confeſſes, 
they do oppoſe Laws made by Divine Autho- 
rity, that 2s the Laws of the Land which 
entail the Crown, to Providence , or to the 
Providence of God in mains Kings. I do 
confeſs it , and I thought I had told him 
wherein the oppoſition confilted, that the one 
was a Rule, and the other none : but ( faith 
he ) that is they think themſelves baund in 
Conſcience, to adhere to that King, tho out of 
poſſeſſion, who by the Laws of the Land has 
a Legal Right to the Crown, againſt that 
King, who # afually ſetled in the Throne by 
the Providence of God. Now af we will con- 
fider the ſenſe of things, and not the words ; 
this is no more than to ſay, that they oppoſe 
the Providence of God againſt Providence, hu 
former Prowdernce agamfi his later Provi- 
dence z that 1s, they will not allow the Pro- 
vidence of God, to change and alter, whatever 
Reaſons the Divine Wiſdom ſees for at : but 
what God has once done, that they are re» 
ſoly/d to abide by, whatever he thinks fit to 
do afterwards, which 1s to oppoſe God's Au- 

thority, and to Shackle, (Does not 
Vindic. tell me, That I write at that Rate, 
Þ. 24. 


that ſome people may ſrſpett that I 

had 4 mind to ridicule Providence ; 
and what does he think ef this Reverend Meta- 
phor when ap;y!l'd to Providence, to ſhack'e) 
and confine Providence, that xt ſhall not alter 
its uſual methods in the goverment of the 
World , or when 2t has Moles of the Crown 
once , ſhall never be at iuberty , while that 
Family lafts, to diſpoſe if 38 apain to any 


other : what ave theſe Latr, which he ſay: 
are made by the Divine Authority , and are 
our Rule > They are the Laws of Succeſſion, 
which entail ehe Crown. And how does God 
ſettle the Crown on any Family by ſuch Laws ? 
No otherwiſe but by his Providence. And 
an Hereditary King by Humane Entail, » ai 
much a Providential King in reſpett of God, 
as the firſt of the Family; and to oppoſe the 
Laws of Entail, againſt God's ſetting up 4 
new King by other Afts of his Providence, 1: 

to oppoſe Providence againſt Previdence, &e. 
Now the fallacy and weakneſs of theſe Ar- 
guments are diſcovered from what was faid 
before, that Humane Laws are a Rule of 
Pratiice, and that Providence 1s no Rule of 
Praftice : and therefore Providence is not 
to determine us againſt the Laws, but the 
Laws are to determine us againſt Providence : 
nor does it make any manner of difference in 
this, to ſay, that the Laws were made by Pro- 
vidence, and the Pofleliton of the Throne con- 
trary to theſe Laws, is by Providence likewiſe ; 
and therefore to ſtand by the Entail againſt 
the Poſlefſion, is to oppoſe a former to a latter 
Providence, For is there no difference between 
Providence concurring to the making and eſta- 
bliſhing Laws, which are Rules of Practice, and 
ſo warranted by the Law of God, and the bare 
Acts or Permitſions. of Providence, which are 
no ſuch Rule, nor ſo warranted? So that 
( with the Drs. leave) the oppoſition is not 
between Providence, and Providence ; but be- 
tween a Rule, and no Rule: and (if we muſt 
ſpeak fo ) between Providerce fixing a ſtated 
Rule, and the bare Acts of Providence, which 
are no Rule. And here is the plain fallacy of 
his Argument ; it is true, the Laws of Entail 
were made by the Providence of Gcd; but 
they Co not receive their binding power, and 
oblige the Conſcience, from Providence , but 
from the Law of God. Providence concurred 
to the making them Laws, but the Law of 
Ged makes them oblivatury. Ard therefore 
as mcer Providet.ce did not make them bind- 
ing ; fo neither Coes meer Providence deſtroy 
their obligation. And bow extravagant docs 
this Doc. rine look , when apply'd to other 1n- 
{tances of Legal Right ? All the Laws of a 
Covntry are mzde by Providence, as well 2s 
the Fntail of the Crown + Ard he that uſurps 
M 2 another 
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znotier mans eſtate, js the providential poſleſ- 
ſor, and to urge the Laws of property againſt 
the Polſon, 15 to oppoſe providence againſt 
providence ; providence that made the Law a» 
aint an attcr providence that put him in Poſ- 
felffion. The Drs. Evaſion which 
he uſes afterwards ; that private 
mjuries are reſerv'd by God to rhe 
Reareſs of Publick Government does not reach 
the caſe ; for helides that myjuries to Princes 
are to be redreſs'd by the Laws, as well as pri- 
vate injuries, and the Law is the Rule in one 
cale as well as the other: the diſpute now 1s 
about oppoſing providence to providence, a 
former providence to a latter ; and tho the 
Laws will diſpofſeſs a providential Pofſeſſor(and 
jo they will in all ciſes 1! they might take place) 
Yet the Queſtion 1s, whether according to this 
Doctrine, the preſent wrongful Poſſcfior, hath 
not the fame Title with the firſt occupier or 
laſt Proprietor : For it 1s all but providence, 
the one hath it by the Law, that is by one Act 
ot providence, the other hath it by Poſſeflion, 
that is by-another Act of providence. And 
Poſleftion is to preſcribe to the Law, as being 
the later providence, and not Law to the Pol- 
feflion, as being the former providence : And 
to talk of redrefling injurious Poſſeſſion by the 
Law, 1s to redreſs providence by providence, a 
later providence by a former; and that 1s al- 
moſt as abſurd, as to oppoſe providence againſt 
providence, a former Providence to a latter : 
For at 2s all but previdence ftsll; And the Dr. 
defires to lnow, why the providence of an En- 
tail is mere ſacred and oblizatory, than any 
other att of providence, which gives a ſetled 
Poſſeſſion of the Tvronc. 

The reit 0! the Proofs and Inferences, that 
the Dr. makes uſe of in this particular, are 
wild things and mean nothing ; and as to what 
he lays, that They 17 not allow the Provi- 
device of God fo change and aitcr. &c. This 1s 
moving the Queſtion backwards, for the Que- 
tion 13 not whether 7/47 will allow providence 
of God to change and alter his methods ; for 
that he may do, and his L1ws too if he pleaſe, 
bat whether God wil allow vs to change, al- 
ter and transfer our dutics merely upon the ac- 
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diſcharge us, and the Queſtion returns whether 
acts of providence releaſe us, when the Rule 
holds us: And as to /imiting providence, what 
Authority hath he to extend providence any 
more than we have to confine 1t ? and this 1s 
the Queſtion, whether we who ſay it is no Rule 
of practice, nor ought to determine us againſt 
a Rule do limit providence ; or he who makes 
a Law, and a Rule of it, and makes the bare 
aCts of it, to diflolve all the obligations of Laws 
and Oaths, does extend providence beyond the 
true meaning of it, and beyond all the Accounts 
which from Scripture or found reaſon can be 
given of it ? 

What follows (in my Anſwer) the Dr. tells 
us # pretty, and nothing more, The Land of 
Canaatn was divided among the twelve Tribes 
by Gods expreſs command : And thu ((aith the 
Dr.) anſwers to Gods entailing the Crown, on 
the poſterity of David, the Poſſeſſion in al! 5. 
ther Countries is only by Providence, and this 
anſwers to a Humane Right and Title to 
the Crown, well ({aith he) ehere 7s {everhing 
of likene/s between them, and what then 
and then repeats my words. * And 
* therefore according to the Drs. Poſtſcript, 
*way of reaſoning, every man p. 17, 

* who wrongfully poſſeſſed him- 

* ſelf of another mans eſtate in that Land (Ca- 
*21aan) muſt be made to reſtore it, for God 
* had exprelly given it to the other, and to his 
* family. But in a!l other Countries, 1t a man 
* by providence get his neighbours eſtate, he 
* muſt have it, for the event is Gods Act, and 
tis his evident Decree and Counſel that he 
*ſhould have it. 

To this the Dr. replies ; The fimdrmenta! 
miſtake, which runs through all thoſe kind of 
arguments is thi, that they make the events 
of providence m private injuries, thefts, en- 
ervdthments, to be the very ſame mith Ged's 
diſpoſal of Kingdoms, and to ave the ſame 
effects : Now whoſe arguments are thele that 
make the events of providence the very ſame 
in both caſes ? why truly the Drs. own, does he 
not tell us in his Caſe of Allegtarice, 
that the Scripture never ſpears of Ps 12, 
God's bare permiſſig of any E- 
vents, but makes him the Author of all the 
gcod or evil, which happens either to private 
Perſons or publzck Focreties; The Events of 

all 


> Þ 0 DO, =: 


23 
ES R_ 
$_ 


Ss <t 


all chinzs are in his hands, a: are tr4rried 
and di/poſed by his Wil! and Conoi!, as they 
muſt be if Gol'paverns ce Wor. 
this be the Cifſe, rien a! Events ace tone lame 
with reſpect to providence. Tae Event of. U- 
ſurpation, and the Event of unjuſt Poſleition 
difter as to the matter, but as to the Will, Coun 
ſel, Order and Decree of God, they are bt 
the ſame ; for the DiſpoTſelion of a priva e 
man, is the ſame Frovidential Will, Q:der, 
Counſel and Decree, as the Diſpoſſe lion of a 
Ning. And it this be a miſtake, then ths Drs 
Doctrine is a miltake, and his Fundmmental 
DoGrine 18 a Fundamental miſtake, and I 
cannot help that : And to mend the matter the 
Dr. hath gone one ſtep farther, and to have the 
ſame efjets. And why not I pray? The rea- 
ſon ad ground why Uſurpation 15 to take effect, 
ard draw the Allegiance of the Subje-t atter it, 
is b:cauſe it x5 God's Counſel, Decree and O-- 
der : Ard if theſe be the fame 1a all otter E- 
vents ; why do 10t they take effect allo, when 
the reaſon and ground is the very fame ? and [ 
would fain ſee a good reaſon, why the Provi- 
dential Counſgls and Orders, are not as valid 
againſt the Legal Right to a private Eitate, as 
the Legal Right to the Crown. The Doctrine 
of Providence attords us no difterence, a1d 
God's Government equally extends to all Caſes 
and Perſons : The Scriptures give us none, but 
equally attribute the depreijion and ex1ltition 
of private men to the Providence of God, as 
they do the ſetting up and pulling down Kings, 
aad not one of the Drs. Arguments, to far as 
they concern Providence, but what are equally 
applicible to private property as to Throne: and 
Kingdoms: And let him diſprove this by ſhew- 
118 any one if he can. But the Dr. tells us.that 
At private injurtcs are reſerved by Go4 4m - 
[lf to the corretion, and redreſs of prib'ich 
Government aud Hianin? Courts of Fuſtic: ;; 
and therefore his providence has no effect at 
all on ſuch perſonal Kights, Now tius 1s true, 
and a pood reaſon why-the provi lence of Gu. 
dos not take effect againit Legal Rignts. But 
how will this agree w:th the Drs. Doctrine and 
Argument ? Does God reſerve the redrefs of 
theſe contrary to his own Decrees and Orders ? 
Do ſuch reſervings exclude himſelf and his own 
laterpo'itions by provilence ? H', 'M2 God 78 
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vernment of the IWrrl.i{ ; winch are 
ments but the very page betore. and it 
prove any thing at all, they are equally 
agaimit tucha R [ſerve asa 411 v Otis 

gil Right; and if the Dr. will anſwer th: 
fairly, be will fave any man the troub'e of an- 
twering his Book. The Dr. a.!ds, But 2 wes 
ry nature of the thiig proves, that ſuch di/= 
putes w NIC are too b13 for a Leoat deciſion, or 
atiy Himane Courts, for the deciſion of which) 
God has eretted no wuvcr{al Tribunal on 
Ea th; be has reſerved to (is own judament, 
ſuch as tne Corretion of Soverermm Princes, 
e trans} el F248 Kingdoms and [Empires : 
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the wiſe, and many tim?s unſearchable defirns 
of 128 proviaenievyit, To this 1 anſwer, and 
becauſe he hath the {:me in other places, I ſi; 
Go it dittinctly | 
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t. The Rignts of Princes m1 o:2phe 
to bh» determined by Law, as well as thoſe © 
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Judjcature ; therefore Poſſeſſion and Providence 

muſt determine it : But this is manifeſtly falſe, 
for the Law is as proper a Judge of the Rights 
of Princes, as.of any other ; their Perſons are 
not under the Law, but their Titles are, and 
the Laws declare who is, and who is not King; 
as much as they do who is, or who 1s not any 
i:terior Proprietor. And as to what the Dr. 
ſays of a Tribunal, 1 ſuppoſe he means to in- 
{force this upon the Subject, (for the matter 1s 
declared by the Law, and there needs no Tri- 
bunal tor that, no more than there needs a vi- 
{ble Judge of controverſies, in matters of Re- 
ligion, *tis a duty under the direction of the 
Law, and every Perſon concerned is bound to 
take notice of 1t.) But as for the other, if the 
Law may take its courſe, there are Trebunals 
enough : But indeed when the Prince 1s difpoſ- 
ſelled, there is no Tribunal to force this, and 
to puniſh the neglect, that is, there 1s no Pow- 
er to hang a Man, if he does not take notice of 
the Law; and there is power to hang him if 
he does. This makes ſome difference as to 
puniſhment, but none as to duty, for the obli- 
gation ariſes from the direCtion of the Law, 
and not trom the external force to compel the 
obſervance, and the direction of the Law binds 
when there are, and when there are not Courts 
of Judicature to put it in execution. 

2. There is no Tribunal for the Correftion 
of Princes but Gods : Very true! And there- 
fore they are not accountable to the People for 
mal-adminiſtration ; Their Perſons are ſacred, 
their Authority irrefiſtable and unalienable. And 
theſe were the Infererces, that hitherto the Men 
of the Church of Erg/and have drawn from 
this Do*trine ; but the Dr. hath ſound out a 
new Inference, that the Subjects may reſiſt 
him, and ſhake oft his Authority, and kill him 
too if need be; and all for this weighty Rea» 
ſon, becauſe they have put another in the-polſ- 
ſeffion of his Throne : I know'the Dr. calls it 
Providence, but that is the Eng/1ſþ of it. 
© 2. Tis true God hath referved to himſelf 
the Correction of Sovereign Princes, and ſom- 
times he doth here aCtually correEt and puniſh 
them, and diſpoſſeſſion is ſometimes deſign'd as 
a Puniſhment by God himſelf. But {till the 
Queltion returns, is ſuch a ciſpoſleſſion by 
providence a ſufficient evidence, that God hath 
given away the Kingdom from the Ciſpoſlelied 
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to the Poſſeſſor of the Throne ; and 'till that 
can be made out all theſe Arguments and Infe- 
rences {ignifie nothing. And that is manifeſtly 
falſe in the Caſe of David, he for the punifh- 
ment of his fins was diſpoſſeſſed by his own 
Son; but God by that providence did not take 
away the Kingdom from David and pive it to 
Abſ:lom : And God had then erected no Uni- 
verſal Tribunal for the deciſion of ſuch Caſes, 
no more than he has now. The Queſtion there- 
fore, 1s not whether there are ſome Caſes too 
big for a og Deciſion or Humane Courts, or 
whether God hath referv'd to his own judg- 
ment the correction of Princes, and transfer- 
ring Kingdoms: But the Queſtion is, whe- 
ther the Poſſeſſion of the Throne by providence 


diveſts the Rightful King of the Crown, and of * 


the Allegiance of the Subjects, while his Per« 
ſon is in being, and his Legal Right remains. 
And that the matters being reſerved to God's 
own Tribunal does not prove ; the nature of 
the thing indeed proves that caſes that cannot 
be redrefſed by publick Government, are re- 
ſerved to God's own judgment ; but their being 
fo reſerved (which 1s the full of the Drs, Argu- 
ment) does not prove, that therefore every 
Providential Poſſeiſton of the Throne, is God's 
final determination or any warrantable evidence 
to conclude from thence, that God hath made 
bim a King, and the People his Subjects. Dr. 
Sheriock makes another ColleCtion from pro- 
vidence in this very caſe. No UV. 

ſurpations can extinguiſh the Caſe of 
Right and Title of the natural Redſt. 
Prince ; ſuch Uſurpers, tho they p. 132. 
have the Poſſeſſion of the ſupreme 

Power, yet they have no right to at ; and tho 
God for miſe reaſons may ſometimes permit 
ſuch Uſurpations ; yet while bu Providence 
ſecures the Perſons of ſuch depoſed and ba- 
niſhed Princes from violence, he ſecures their 
Title too. 

4. The Dr. ſays, that in corretion of Princes 
and transferring Kingdoms, God does not con- 
fine himſelf to determine on the ſide oF humane 
Right, but afts with a Sovereign Authority, 
and gives the Kingdoms of @he Werid to whom 
be pleaſer, And what then? and therefore 
the Poſſetiion of the Throne by providence is 
God's giving the Kingdom, but that does not 
follow : And God's attang with a Sovereign 
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Authority (which the Dr. intimates as a Rea- 
ſon) does not prove it, for in all ats of Pro- 
vidence, God acts with a Sovereign Authority 
if by Sovereign Authority the Dr, means aCt- 


* ing independantly, and without reſpect to the 


Laws and Rules God hath preſcribed to others. 
This is the ſame in caſes under the cognizance 
of Laws and Humane Courts, as well as in thoſe 
which are above them, and ſuch aCting by a 
Sovereign Authority is no Rule for mankind, 
nor warrant for practice. But if by Gods a&- 
ing with a Sovereign Authority the Dr. means, 


' That God as Lord and Proprietor of the World 


may diſpoſe of it as he ſees good, and aCtually 
does ſo inſuch a way as may warrant praCtice, 
and confer a goed Right and Title, as when 
he ordered the Iſraelites to ſpoil the Af2 yprians. 
This was an Act of Sovereign Authority, but 
cannot be called Providence, but cones under 


. the notion of a Law, and they were warranted 


to take the Egyptians goods not from provi- 
dence giving them opportunity, but from 
God's expreſs will impowering and authorizing 
thenr ſo to do. In like manner God may it 
he pleaſe diſpoſe of Kingdoms, and private 
eſtates by his Sovereign Authority ; but if he 
does ſo, he extinguiſhes the Legal Right of the 


' former owner, and conveys it to whom he 


ives it. And it can never be concluded that 
be does ſo from providence only, the ends and 
deſigns of which are my{terious and to us un- 
known, but from ſome further evidence and 
notice of the Divine Will : But the Dr. con- 
founds God's providence with his Laws, and 
makes one a Rule of practice as well as the 0- 
ther. God governs the World by bis provi- 
dence, as well as by his Laws, but he hath not 
made his providence, nor directed us to obſerve 
it as a Rule of life. And therefore the Drs. 
proof is prepoſterous, for although there are 
caſes reſerv'd to Gods own judgment ; altho 
God may act by a Sovereign Authority, that 
is nothing to his purpoſe, except he proves like- 
wiſe, that the events of providence are God's 
final ſentence ; and that he would have the 
World take notice of them as ſuch. But in- 
ſtead of that the Dr. is for beginning at the 0- 
ther end, and proves that God's providence is 
his final determination, and a Rule to be 


obſerved , becauſe there are Caſes reſerved 
to his own judgment : And theretfore-this 


proves indeed , that there is a difference in 
the two Caſes, but does not prove, that 
there is any diticrence in providence, which'is 
the only thing that needs to be proved ; the one 
is under publick Government, the other is im- 
mediatly under the Government of God, but 
they are both immediatly under Providence : 
And a direct anſwer mult aftect that, and ſhew 
how providence is leſs Gods ACt, or a leſs At 
of his Sovereign Authority, with reſpect to 
private Poffeflions than to Thrones ; how the 
ſame Providence, which in one Cate is Para« 
mount to Laws, d:{lolves thetr obligation,can- 
cels the bond of Oaths, and diſpoſes Crowns, 
in the other does nothing at all, but is under 
the Authority of a Fuſtice of Peace or a Cone 
table. But this (which is the main point) the 
Dr. does not attempt to anſwer, but inſtead of 
that tells us, that in one caſe, God hath erefted 
humane Fudicatures, but the other are re- 
ſerved to hs own judgment, 1. e, there is ſome 
difference as to the things but none as to Pro» 
vidence, which is the only quettion : For a hu- 
mane Judicature- does not alter the nature of 
Providence ; and it providence be Ged's De-+ 
crie, Order, and Council, then it is fo notwith- 
ſtanding any humane Judicature; and it is 
ſomewhat ſtrange, that a humane Judicature 
ſhould determine againſt God's Orders, and De- 
crees any more than humane Laws. And here 
I defire to be reſolved in 2 Queſtions 

1. How it comes to paſs, that a humane Ju- 
dicatory is a greater confinement to Providence 
thari a huraane Law. 

2. Whether God hath erected humane Ja- 
dicatories to determine the Rights of private 
men, any otherwiſe, or tor any other purpoſes 
than he hath humane Entails to determine the 
Righ's of Kings ; and it not, then I ſuppoſe it 
will follow, that as humane - Judicatortes area 
Reaſon why Providence (as the Dr. ſays) has 
roeffett at ail on ſuch Perſonal Rights, fohune 
mane Entails alſo will be a Reaſon why prov 
derice has no ettect at all on fuch Regal Rights, 
or at leaſt the one will be as good a Reaſon as 
tae other. 

At lait the Dr. comes to prove his point from 
the Poet, and tells me, The Poet would have 
taught him the difference between theſe two 
Caſes : And I confeſs, I ſhould rather have ex- 
pected this Doctrin in a Poet than tn a Divine, 
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Now the Poet is not for him neither, for all 
that he ſays (as the Dr. quotes him) 1s, that the 
Government of Kings 1s over thew own Sub- 
jects, and the Government of Fupiter is over 
Kings themſelves. And that he might very well 
think, without the Drs. notion of Providence ; 
43d what opinion the - Pres had of Providence 
ors not appear. Put however, tho this 1snot 
for the Drs. Purpoſe, ic muſt be own'd, that 
the Method is very proper ; for proofs from a 
Poet do very well ſuit with Poetica! Divi 
119. 

The Dr. goes on ; Beſides ac- 
cordrng to my Principles, Ravgs 
miſt be through'y ſerled in their 
Governments. before it becomes unlawful for 
Subjefts to d:ſpofſeſs them; and then 1f he 
will make the Caſes parallel, be who unj1;/tly 
feizes another mans eſtate, muſt be throug 2 
ſetled in it, before + becomes unlawful to 
diſpoſſeſs him, but that no private man can 
be, who i under the Government of Laws, trho 
has not the Poſſeſſion of hs Eſtate given him 
by Law; and when he has, whether right or 
wrong, he muſt not be violentsy diſpoſſeſſed as 
gain. Now I crave the Drs. good leave, to re- 
turn him one of his own Complements, 1s he 
in jeſt, or in earneſt ? and certainly ſuch things 
- as theſe were never ſaid in earneſt by a man of 
the Drs. Chara&ter. The diſpute is between the 
Providential Pofſeflion of the Throne, and of 
a private Eſtate, now to make the Caſes parat- 
lel, in the private Caſe there muſt be a Legal 
Poſletfion ; that is, there is a Parallel between 
Poſſeflion and PoſſeHon, but between Provi- 
dential and Legal, which is the only thing in 
controverſie, there 15 none. We are not now 
diſputing about the notion of a thorough Set- 
tlement ; and for orce let us take it in the 
Drs. ſenſe,and ſee what a fine Paratlel he makes, 
a thorough Settlement of an Uſurper on the 
Throne, 1s an aCuil and viſible Settlement, 
not a Legal one 3 the Settlement of a private 
Perſon in an eltate, is a Legal Settlement ; and 
to make the Caſes Parallel, one mult be attu- 
ally letled, not /egaliy, and the other mult be 
degally fetied: And fo a thorongh Settlemer:t 
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in one ſenſe, 1s Parallel to a thorough Settle- 
ment im another ſerfe ; even jult as a Tryal 
of skill, is Parallel to a Tryal at Law, or the 
Drs. Picture is Parallel to himfelf, But P4-+ 
rallel 1s a term in Mathematichs, as Settle. 
ment 18 a term in Law. But when they come 
to be apply'd to Uſurpation, they malt change 
their ignitication, and mean the clean contrary, 
And there1s all the reaſon in the World, for if 
Ufurper fignities a King, why may not Settle 
ment fignitie Ilſegal Pofſeflion, and Parallel 
ſigmifie inequality 2 Now 'tis no marvel the 
Dr. tells his Anſwerer, he expetts to hear ng 
more from him ; for who 1s able to anſwer 
ſuch terrible arguments as theſe ? 

The Dr. here tells us, that by bs Principles 
Kings muſt be throyghly ſetled in their Go 
vernments before it becemes unlawful for Sub. 
jects to diſpeſſe/s them : Now I cannot tell what 
his Principles are, but this I can tell, that his 
Arguments prove no ſuch thing. I know in- 
deed, that to get the Convocation of his fide, 
he hath given us a new ſenſe of a thorough Set- 
tlement, and that (as the chief) is the Conſent 
end ſubmiſſim of the States and the great 
Body of the Nation. And when he hath done 
that, he takes his leave on't, for his Arguments 
neither concern a thorough S2ttlement in his 
ſenſe, nor in the true ſenſe : For 


what has God's removng and fet= Caſe of 
ting up Kings, the events of Pros Alleg. 


vidence being bn Decree and p. 12,1 FR 
Order ; That thoſe are all right- 

Ful Kings who are p/aced in the Throne by God, 
that he 18 our King who 15 ſetled in the Throne 
in the Atual Adminiſtration of Sovereign 
Power, &c. That the Scripture account means 
only the Powers that - be, 1. &. 
thoſe that are in the Atual Ad- 
mmſtration of Government, &Cc. 
And what is all this to the Poet conſent ? 


P» 2I. 


And here I ask the Dr. this p!ain Queſtion,does 
the Peoples conſent convey any thing to the Go» 
verrment, or does 1t not ? it not how comes it 
neceſſary 2 or how comes it to be only unlawful 
to diſpolleſs Princes when they are throughly 
ſetled, 1. e. when the People have conſented, 
bu: not before: But if it does convey any 
thing, then Providence alone does not do it ; 
arid then 1t does not follow, that when a Prince 
Is 12 the Poſleilion of the Throne, and in the 
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AQual Adminiſtration of Government, that 
he hath God's Authority ; for that is a ſtrange 
Authority from God which the Pcople may 
chuſe, or refuſe at their pleaſure. But the truth 
is the Drs. notion of a thorough Settlement, 
hath rooted upthe very foundations of Govern- 
inent, and plainly center in the Commonwealth 
Principles. And that is the bottom of the bu» 
ſinefs, and for the proof of this I will be tryed 

by the Dr. himſelf. In his Caſe of 
P« 2.5 Allegiance Ciſputing againſt a Le- 

gal Right, he thus delivers him- 
ſelf: To ſay that God ſets up no Prince, who 
aſcends the Throne without a humane and le- 
gal Right, x to ſay that the Right of Govern. 
ment x not derived from God without the cone 
ſent of the People; for if God can't make a 
King without their conſent declared by their 
Lats, (and if the Dr. will give me leave, I fay 
without their conſcnt declared by themſelves, or 
the States, or the great body of the Nation) 
the Authority muſt be derived from the Pee 
ple, not from God, or at leaſt if it be Gods 
Auvhority ; yet God cannot prve it himſelf 
without the People, nor otherwiſe than as they 
have direfted him by their Laws : I add by 
their conſent ; But what becomes of the Drs. 
thorough Settlement by the Conſent of the Peo- 
ple all this while, why it may be, he had for- 
got it: But however he tells us, that it is his 
Principle, and that may be too; but hereto- 
fore men uſed to bring Arguments to proveand 
not to contute their Principles. 

The Dr. goes on, 4s our Author has ſtated 
the caſe, it fignifies nothing to the preſent pur- 
poſe, for ter private mens eſtates be ſet- 
led by a Divine or Humane Entail, it # the 
ſame « 3 if they ſuffer injury from their Fel- 
law Subjetts, they muſt ſeek for redreſs from 
Publick Government. That 1s, the ſaying, that 
the Land of Fudah was entailed by a Divine 
Entail, as well as the Crown, 1s not to the pre- 
ſent purpoſe, tho the great ſtre's of the Drs. 
Anſwer les in the difference between a Divine 
and a Humane Entail And it 1s plain enough 
from thence, that a Divine Entail made no dit- 
ference as to Providence and Property between 
that and other Nations: But his reaſon is that 
private injuries may be redrefſed by publick Go- 
vernment z well! and that 1s a realoa to prove 


that no provideatial diſpoſſeſion of a private 
man, is any warrant againſt Law. But it 1s no 
reaſon to prove, that a providential diſpo(lefit» 
on of a Prince is ſuch a warrant, but the contra- 
ry, for being above or under the Law makes no 
alteration in the nature of Providence ; and it 
is odd to ſay, that Irovidence has power and 
efficacy in Caſes where the Law has none, but 
has none where 1: has, But this hath been 
conſidered before ; and as to the matter of G:d's 


. Actling the Land of Canaan by Divine Entall : 


"The Dr. after having ſid, that he con!d bave 
told me, how to have app'ied the Caſe to the 
purpoſe, (and methinks he that hath ſaid fo lit- 
tle to the purpoſe, need not have neglected 
what had been to his purpoſe) ſhews ſome dife 
ference between the Land of Canaan and other 
Countries: But thoſe are not at all to bis pure 
oſe, 

In Canaan (faith he} where God allotted e+ 
very tribe and fam'y their inheritance, none 
could pretend to a Right to any portion of 
Land, but what was allotted him. But 
other Countries which were left in Common, 
Poſſeſſion and Occupation gave a Right : Very 
true, but not when they were not left in com- 
mon, but property was incloſed by Laws, Legal 
Poſſeflion then only gave a Right. But faith 
he, Thus in Judah none had an ordinary Right 
to the Crown, but thoſe that were nominated 
by God, or had the Crown deſcended on them 
by a Divine Entail. But m other Countries 
Poſſeſſion and Occupation gave a Right to the 
Allegtance of Subje4s, Now if the Dr.wopld 
have made this Parallel he ſhou!d have ſaid, im 
other Countries, where Government was left 
in Common ; and then it had been true enough, 
for no body had a better Right ; but it isnot ſo, 
where the Crown is entail'd by Laws, Poſſetſion 
gives no more Right tothe Crown,than it gives 
to private Eſtates. 

In Canaan (faith he) when God had ſetled 
ſuch an inheritance in a family, it could ne- 
ver be perpetually alienated, and tho it were 
eld, it cou'd be ſold for. 10 longer t:me than 
:61 the year of Jubilee, when ail eſtates were 
to return to thesy old Proprietors again. Right; 
and this was the Law of Canaan, and by virtue 
of that they did fo return, but had there been 
no ſuch Law, would the Land-once fold, have 
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then by virtue merely of a Divine Entail, re- 
turn'd to their old Proprietors? But zn other 
Countries men may part with their Eſtates for 
ever : Right again, becauſe the Laws permit 
them ſo to do : But if the Laws of other Coun- 
tries, had provided that all Etates ſhould re- 
turn to their old Proprietors at ſuch a year, 
they would have done fo too, tho the Provifion 
had been made only by a Humane Law. Thus 
(faith he) in the Kingdom of Judah, tho God 
by his Sovereign Authority might ſet up a Pro- 
vidential King, yet this did not cut off the En: 
tail ; but whenever the true Heir, appeared, 
Subjets if they were at Liberty, were bound 
to make him King, and diſpoſſeſs the Uſurper ; 
but in other Kinosdoms, a K;n1gdom may be loft, 
as well as an inheritance fold fir ever. Thus 
that is juſt as an Eſtate in Judah and other 
Countries, might or might not be ſold, but ac- 
cording to the Laws of each Country ; in like 
manner, as in the Kingdom of Judah the In- 
heritance of the Crown was not alienable, tho 
the Eſtates for a time were, even fo, 2 other 
Kingdoms a Kingdom may be loſt, as well as 
an inheritance ſold for ever. And that 1s to 
ſay again, that as in other Kingdoms an. inhe- 
ritance may be fold by the conſent of the par- 
ties intereſſed, even ſo a Government may be 
loft, without, and contrary to the conſent of 
the Proprietor, and right owner, For ſuch 
Parallels as theſe, otherwi/c or quite contrary 
might have ſerved, as well as Thus ; The Dr. 
tells me what I ſay in this Caſe is pretty, be- 
cauſe that between the Divine.Entail, and Gods 
expreſs command concerning Canaan, and the 
Poſſeilion by providence and a Humane En- 
tail there is /c-ne likeneſs. I am forry I cannot 
return all his Complement, this 1s very pretzy 
indeed, but there is no /:heneſs at all. 

We are come to the Drs. Anſwer 
P. 48. tothe objection, that the Lamws of 
the Land are the meaſure of duty, 
and Rule of Cimſcience, &c. and the ſum of 
the Anſwer is, th:y are ſo, when they do not 
contradit the Laws of God, but when they do 
they are n» Rule.but their obligation muſt give 
Fiace to Divine Authority, and ſuppcſe the 
Law ſrmld forbid owning atiy Kg, but the 
Kight Heir ; and the Law of God ſhould come 
mand obedience to him, that attually poſſeſſes 


the Throne we muſt obey the Law of God, 


To this I anſwered, © where is this 

* Law of God, that commands us Poſtſcript, 
*to obey Ulurpers ? where is it p. 11, 

* affirm'd in expreſs terms, or de- 

* duced from thence by evident conſequence 2 
He replies, he hath ſhewed it before, and it 
# in his book, ſtill and there I may ſes it. As 
if 1 had not at all confider'd, what he had (aid 
in his Book in my Anſwer. Bat to ſay, that 


, he would examine that preſently would not 


Have been ſo ſharp, nor half ſo magiſterial, as . 
to ſay it is in my book ſtill, and there he may 
find it. But by his favour, I cannot find that 
he hath ſhewed it, either in his former, or in 
his new book, and that hehath only ſaidit, but 
not ſhewed it, will appear preſently. But I 
had ſaid, that this Law had need be very clear 
and evident, and the Dr. had need be very 
(ure of it, when he builds not only hy Book, 
but hy praftice upon it, in p!ain contradiftion 
(by his own confeſſion) to the Laws of the 
Land: He replies, I never confeſſed this was 
contrary tothe Laws of the Land; but on the 
contrary, that the Laws of the Land, if we 
will. believe learned Fudges and Lawyers, do 
allow and juſtifie it. 1 don't know what he 
means by confeſſig but if to maintain, that a 
Perſon poſlefled of the Throne contrary to Law 
is to be owned and obeyed as King-; if to write 
a Book in juſtification of that DoCtrine, and 
tocall that Book his Reaſons, be to confeſs it ; 
then the Dr. hath confeſſed. it to the purpoſe, 
And I don't know how I ſhon!d prove this, 
except T ſhould reprint his Caſe of Allegiance, 
with a new Title, and call it his Cor:f-/ſions. For 
there is not a page nor an argument but con- 
felles it, bating only ſome part of the Anſwer 
to this objection : But the objetion it ſelf,and- 
the firlt anſwer as plainly conteſs it as words can 
do. The ground of the objection is, that it 
is contra”y to the Laws of the Land and there- 
fure contrary to our duty; and the ſubſtance 
of the Anſwer is, that whae he hath ſaid 
i. e. What he had faid before concerning 
Providence and Uſurped Powers is an An- 
ſwer to it , And it is ſo, when the Laws do 
not contradift the Laws of God : And yet he 
never confeſſed it ; and all for this poor ſhift, 
becauſe, in anſwer to an objection, and a fe- 
cond anſwer too, Foreign to his whole Book ; 
he had fatd, that according to the opinion of 
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Learned Judges and Lawyers, the Laws do al- 
low it 3 now the Queſtion is, whether his Hy- 
potheſts or his Arguments to prove it, proceed 
upon any ſuch allowance, or have any manner 
of reſpect to it, And I wonder what the Que- 
{tion of providence as he handles it, has to do 
with his opinion of Judges and Lawyers, or 
the Laws \hemſelves; for he debates the matter 
in direct o/polition and contradiction to hu- 
mane Laws. And to fay he never confeſſed 
what is the ſubject matter, the whole ſcope 
ard drift of his Book ; becauſe ex abundants, 
and what does not in the leait relate to his Hy- 
potheſis he had mention'd the Judges and Law- 
yers for the Laws, is a mean Evaſion ; and (it 
the Dr. likes his own words better) a childiſh 
piece of Sophiſtry, and argues 

P. 43» great contempt of his Readers. 
The Dr. tells us, (as to the evi- 

dence of this Law commanding obedience to 
Ulurpers) That the Scripture 1s plain in the 
Caſe, and that he 1s pretty ſure of it : But 
(faith he) be proves the _—_—_ cannot be 
clear in the point, my Words are [that it 1s 
not clear is evident not only] from the Contro- 
wverſies about it, in the late diſmal times of 
Uſurpation, that (faith the Dr,) 5s to ſay, no- 
thing can be clear in Scripture which is matter 
of controverſie, and thus we muſt either be 
Scepticks in Religion, or ſeek for an infallible 
interpreter. Thus Hereticks oppoſe the Arti- 
cles of Faith : Thus Papifs diſpute againſt the 
Scriptures being a Rule of Faith. And whi- 
ther thefe arguments will carry our Author, [ 
cannot tell, - they leok wery kindly towards 
Rome; and if that be his mclination, I can 
ardon his zeal in this Cauſe ; what, and is 
Þr. Sherlock, come to take up with theſe ſor- 
did and ſcandalous arts to hunt his Adverſaries 
by a cry of Popery ? I perceive the fame Prin- 
ciples will always have the ſame practices. This 
is indeed very ſpightful, but it is withal very 
ridiculous ; the Dr. does not deny, but tho he 
was not fatious, yet he was hear- 

P. 79. ty and zealous againſt taking the 
Oaths ; and had he at that time 

any kind inclinations towards Rome ? But ma- 
lice is fooliſh, and that is anſwer enough to 
ſuch charitable —_— Well? _ thus 
Papiſts diſpute againſt the Scriptures being 4 
Ru Wn Faith, Sand what if they do? and 


therefore whoever diſputes thus againſt the 
Scriptures, not- being clear in a particular Text, 
looks very kandly towards Rome : An admira- 
ble conſequence ! As if there was ro difference 
between concluding, that the Scriptures are not 
clear from the controverſies about them; and 
therefore are not a Rule of Faith, and conclu- 
ding from a partic1lar controverhe, that the 
Scriptures are aot.clear in a particular point. 
And I hope a man may think a particular Text 
obſcure, and may collect it fron the diſputes 
of laarned men about it, without any great 
fear of runnmng Ito Sc: priciſm or irifa libilt- 
ty. But be that as it will, it is not the Cafe 
here, and the Dr. does not fairly repreſent my 
words or meaning : For I never faid, The Scrs- 
ptures cannot be clear in the point, for 1 think 
they are clear enough to any unprejudiced man. 
But all that I ſaid was, That zt 15 not clear that 
there 1s ſuch a Law of G:d, That is, it is not 
Clear, that the Drs.ſenſe is the ſenſe of Scripture » 
and I hope there is ſome difference hetweei fay- 
ing the Scripture is not clear, ard 1aying his 
ſenſe of it isnot clear: So that (it the Dr.pleaſe) 
the Queſtion is not whecher the Scripture be 
clear in the point, but whether the ſenſe he 
hath given of it bc clear. And that it is not I 
faid, i evident not only from the controverſies 
about it in the late times of Uſurpation, but, 
&c. which the Dr. thus expounds, That 1s to 
ſay, nothing can be clear im Scripture, which 
is matter oF controverſie ; that is to ſay, the Dr. 
expounds away my meaning, and then difputes 
againſt his own expoſition, for I believe that 
the contrary to what the Dr. afſerts is clear in 
Scripture ; tho Dr. Sherlock and Dr. Goodwin 
have controverted it, and I think it is not the 
leſs c/ear for any thing they both have ſaid a- 
bout it. But I think likewiſe, that the ſenſe 
ſome men give of Scripture, and particularly 
the ſenſe the ſaid two Drs. have given of the 
13 to the Romans, &c. is not clear ; and that 
it is not fo, may be evident from the contre- 
verfies about it, which I did not expreſs fo ge- 
nerally, much leſs with an univerſal negative as 
the Dr. expounds it, but with limitation to a 
particular time and occaſion, in the /ate times of 
Uſurpation ; tor tho it cannot be ſaid that no- 
thing 1s clear which is matter of controverſie ; 
yet 1t may be ſaid that ſomething is zoe clear 
which 1s matter of controverſic, and it may ap« 
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pear not to he clear, not merely from its being 
controverted, but from that joyn'd with ſome 
other circumſtances,as is the Caſe ; and the con- 
troverlie about it 2 the late tymes, may be an 
evider.ce that it 1s not clear, tho the bare con- 
troverfie about it may nor. 

And let any man conlider the ſtate of this 
Controverhie in thoſe times, and the Parties in- 
gaged init, and he may eatily be ſatisfied. Now 
the Drs. Hypotbeſts and Arguments were pro- 
poſed by thoſe Adyocates for U/1r pation, with 
all art and $kill, and as much to advan as 
the Dr. himſelf hath done: ( Ard it th&Dr. 
doubts of this, | will upon his requelt make it 
good by enumeration of particulars, ) and 1t 
muſt be confeiled, that that was a fit ſeaſon to 
examine into this Doctrine ; and the members 
of the Church of England were at that time as 
judicious and learned tor their intellectuals, and 
as pious and fincere tor thetr morals as any age 
hath bred. And that which gives a luſtre to 
ther virtues, and recommends to the World, 
not only their memories and praCtices, but their 
Doctrines alſu Cas far as a meer humane examn- 
ple can recommend them) 1s that (after the 
example of their glorious Sovereign) they were 
al Confeſſors, and fome of them Martyrs for 

+ the Doctrine of the Church, and the Laws of 
the Land. And theſe were the men that held 
the other fide of the Queition : And of this 
very caſe it is that the Dr. ſpeaks fo conteimpti- 
bly and ſcornfully : Toat # to ſay nothing can 
be clear in Scripture which 1s matter of con» 
trover/ie, as if there was no difterence between 
a bare controverfie, and a controverhie in theſe 
eircumitances ; tor this I plainly refer to, and it 
is next to impo!lible th:t the Dr. ſhould under- 
ſtand me otherwiſe ; for what can I poiiibly 
mean by the controverſies about this Doctrine 
in the /ate times ? but what was manag'd by 
the Regierdes, and their Abettors, on the one 
fide, and if the Dr. pleaſe on his fide oi the 
Queition ; and on the other by the Loyal and 
Excellent members of the Church ot Eng/and, 
And I wonder what he means by being c/ear, 
is that clear which appears, or 1s pretended to 
appear only to men of vitious and corrupt Prin- 
ciples,and for corrupt ends (I ſpeak here of the 
Jate times) and does not appear, nor can be 
ſeen, by men of the greatelt integrity and abj- 
lities > And this is pl-inly the Cale, and let the 


Dr. if he can ſhew me any one Perſon (when 
this controvertie was at the heighth) who own'd 
his Hypothetis, who was not likewiſe very cor- 
rupt in his Principles relating to Government, 
or on the other band, any one Perſon, who 
was of true Principles, and of the Church of 
England, that embraced this Doctrine or Ex 
potition, or who did not (as tar as appears} 
perfectly and in exprels terms diſown and abhor 
it. And this I think it the byaſs be not very 
great, may eatily ſatisfie any man, that the Cone 
troverſies in the late-times about this Doctrin, 
are a (ufficient evidence that fuch a ſenſe as the 
Dr. contends ior, is not very clear, except a 
man is reſolve] to call that c/ear which no body 
can ſee but himſelf. And this plainly ſhews the 
inconſequence of his Inferences. Thus (faith 
he) Hererickhs oppoſe the Articles of Fazth 
Yes juit thus, that is, they produce all the Or- 
thodox plainly and clearly determining on their 
lide ; Thus Pap:ſts diſpute againſt the Seri- 
ptures being a Rule of Faith : That is by ſhew» 
wg when that controverſie was in debate, that 
all and every one of the Proteſtants gave their 
> = that the Scripture was no Rule of 
Falth, : 

I added to ſhew the Drs. ſenſe was not clear: 
That 10 learncd men could ever eſpy this Law 
before the times of John Goodwin. To this he 
replirs, what does he think of My. Calvin and 
Grotius, who have both paſſed for learned 
men? And they eſpyed this Law before John 
Goodwin. Now I expected the Dr. would 
have produced ne at leaſt of the Church of 
England on tus liJe; but ſuch a one it ſeems 
was not to be found, and therefore he gives us 
two Forreigners, both learned men indeed, but 
againtt one there 1s juſt exception, and the other 
is not for him. Mr. Calvin for any thing I 
know may be of the Drs. opinion ; and any man 
that conſiders the turbulent State of Geneva at 
that time, and the Revolution there, will be 
able to give a Reaſon for it, and I think there is 
no great Queſtion, but as he ſuited his Church 
Diſcipline, ſo he did his Doctrines about Go- 
vernment, to the circumitances of that State. 
And his Doctrine of a power re- 
ſerved to inferior Magiltrates, to Calv. Inſt; 
reſtrain and coerce Kings, 1s ano- 1. 4.c, ult. 
ther inſtance of it : And the one 
hath juſt as much Authority as the other, And 
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to fay no more, the Judgment of Mr, £4lvin 
in voinr of Government hath always been eXx- 
ploded by the Church of England : and jt is 
a great evidence the Dr. is very much ſtreight- 
ped for Authors when no body but Mr. Calrin 
can be found ro concur with him. He might 
if he had pleas'd have nam'd Dr. Goodwin, and 
| would have done as well. Bur as for Gro- 
tive, the Dr, interp-ers him as he does the 
Scripture. Grotius does ſay in- 
deed, Thar God rults and chan- 
gts Governments not only by bis 
cimmon Providence, by which. he 
leaves many things in their natural order, but with 
wiſlom ſui:ed to the aivantage or the puniſhment 
_ Subjets, &c. And whar then! there- 

re he belicv'd the Apoſtle meant uſurped 25 
well as /zgal Powers? or that it is the Law of 
God, that every perſon poſſeſſing himſelf of 
the Throne by Providence, is a King of God's 


| (rot. 311 Rom. 
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And for what reaſcn? not one fingle word 
of the Dettor's Hypotheſis nor any thing like 
ir, of Iis havin; God's Anthority or heirg 
God's providentjal King ; bunt tru'y from rhe 
old bearen reaſon, the preſumprive conſent of 
the true King, It way ſo be /faich he) that 
he who bas bight to the Government had rather 
leave the ſuper in poſſeſſion than give arcafion 
to dingev04s ana bloody troubles, Ke, And again 
likewiſe ſpeaking of Conrratts perſona! and 
real, the latter of which he ſays are L-aones 


and Contra&ts made with Princes, which kind 


their Succefiors and People as well as them- 
ſeives: and then arids, 4 Lergne made with a 
Wing remains in force altho he or his Succsſſw be 
ariyen from his Kingiom by b:x SubjeAs, and his 
reaſon is, For the right of the Government is 
with him. tho he bath 
loſt the poſſ-//ton. Ana ; Sane cum R Te initun 
[xins mance eliamſu rex 


on the contrary, if an 


De jure belli & paciz, 
L 1. C. 4. Reſtat nt de tn« 
vaſors Imperis wideamus 
non poftguam longa priſſeſ- 
fſanz aut patto jus nal! us 
et, Jed auamdiu durat in- 
Juſte poſſidend? cauſa, & 
quidera dun poſſidet attgs 
mperis 0107 ExXCYcer win 
Lal ere Pojjmrt ooligandt,n« n» 
ex ipſnu jure owed nullum 
eff, ſed ex eo quod exanino 
probabile jit ex Quit Jus 
mperands kabet, &C. --—- 
Nec minus icebit 771 vaſes 
rm imperu interfcere fi 
diſerta amtToritas accedat 
ts 018 J45 Ver am inpe- 


making, and ought to be own'd as ſuch ? [ 
wonder how he will draw this out of Grotziza's 


words? And Grotzus 
himſelf plainly aſſerrs 
the contrary, and that 
when he ſpeaks ro the 
Queſiion ex profeſſo, He 
tells us that an Uſurper, 
not aſter be vath acqui- 
red a Right, oy long po(- 
ſeſſion or agreement , but 


ſo long as the Reaſon of 


his unjuſt poſſeſſion re- 
mains. While be is 2n 
poſſeſſion the atls of Go- 
ver nment which he extr- 
ciſts may oblige, but not 
from any Right derived 


bath a ſfficient conjent of = 


rand habet. from him, which «s none, 
but from the preſumptive 
conſent of the Right Hiirz and then puts the 

veſtion, Whether it be lawful to depoſe or 
tw kill ſuch an Uſurper? and In ſome caſes 
affirms it; and among thoſe this is one, If t 
be with the Authority of bim, whoſe the Right ze, 
whether that Right be in a King, Senatt, or tbe 
People. And to theſe (faith he } we are to 
reckon the Tutors and Guardians of young Princes, 
& |choiada wa to Joaſh when be depoſed Arha- 
liah, And jt is yet mere remarkable what he 
adds, Beſides theſe caſes, 1 do not think it law- 
ful for « private priſon to depoſe or kill an liſurpire 


F mn , 
ride aut ſoc is reg" 
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irs ſit prelfuar, Tur en m 
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Uuſurprr, or an Oppreſſor yy 
of a free People, bifore 12 
[116 poſſe /t 1H 1 4Wite 
them be invaaed by War, ferit contra jt altent yeund 
the true K. conſenting, this 947 vente vero vege, 
= , IHE OPEY f y,C . be'lo 1190+ 
us no breach of the Leagit 1 ii.t o for wntyg 
becauſe they bave only poſ® ftw, &c. ibid. lib, > 


ſeſſion, but they have no cp. 16, 


Right. And this # the 
meaning of that which F. Quinttus ſ2;4 to Na- 
bls (Livy lib. 34.) #et made 20 friend/hip ax 
ſociety with you, but with Velops the juſt and 
lawful King of the Lacedemonlans, 
And here by the way we have not only the 
ſenſe of Groti;zs, but a very gond Argument 
likewiſe ; for it in real Cynrradts made with 
a King, as ſuſtaining the perſon of a ſupreme 
Governour, if theſe bound ro his perſon cur 
©: Poſſeflion, and nor to the Uſurper in Pof- 
ſeſſion, ir is plain the Prince out of Poileſit- 
on is the King, and the Uſurper is none ; fer 
the Contra& or League was made with him 
as King of ſuch a Country, aad if he ceaſes 
to be King, the binding power of the Con- 
tra ceaſcy as to him; for as the Dr. phra- 
ſeth ir, the Man 4s in being, out the King is gone, 
and the Conrradt goes away with it, and being 
real and not prifona!, paiſes to him that is 
King. Bur now if ſuch a Contra&t does not 
yu to the U:urper, nay if it be no breach of 
t ro fight with and to invade him, and if ir 
remains with the diſpoſieſied | race, then he 
in 


ſs the Ring of thar Country, and the Uſurper 
thar poileſies his Throne 15 nor, And Gr074.7s 
ſays, Tie Qualities in Leaguts of Kings, and ter 
Succrfſors and the lib», properly ſignifie Right, and 
the Cauſe of an tſuper is 0dio's, This Aargit- 
ment will reach a great way, and any man 
may improve it 10 dereQ thi fallacy goth of 
the Dotar's and of {nine other Arguments. 
Eur it may be ſufficient here to obſerve, that 
tho the Dr, cites Gyrotius, and (cems to tit- 
umoh in ir, yer that he is not for him but 
dircaly againli him. | 

What {o!lws is extraordinary ; hat (faith 
the Dr. ) tyin,s he of BiJzop Overal's Convost- 
tion? were there no learned men in it, and it 
they eGired this Dofrin? before John Goodwin 
ws thucht of ? What kind of Argument does 
the Dr. call this? This is the thing in contro- 
verlie, and the Dr. produces it to prove his 
point, This is very uſual with i!m, but It 1s 
fo very abſurd, that it needs no Anivier. At 
laſt he asks me, 1.:t ! think of the Premutzve 
Chriſtians? And 1 do {as 1 ought) think of 
them with grear reverence, and witn grea! 
deference to their Judgments. He tel's me [ 
may gheſs at their ſenſe, by what Grotizs hath 
cited, Bur he muſt gheſs ſtrangely indeed, 
that can gh!/s a ſenſefor the Doftor's purpoie, 
for all tar he cires our of Clemens Nis Colize 
titions, Irenew, and Tertullian, Is no more than 
that God c<:ſes, ron/titutes, and makes Kings,and 
ſers them over the Veople, which is as much 
for the Dr. as Groti::s himſelf 3 for who denies 
that God makes Kings ? but the Queſtion 15 
whether-the poſſeſſion of the Throne by Pro- 
vidence is an evidence that God makes ſuch a 
one King ? Burt he remirs me to thezr pratizce, 
ond t1 their ſubmiſſion to the reigning Emperor 3 
and tells me, 1 ſhall quickly be informed by a 
learned pen. As ſoon as he pleaſe, for I ſhall 
never refuſe information ; and in order to it 
I ſhall plainly ſtare che Caſe. 

Let him then ſhew me any one approved 
inſtance in pra&ice, or any approved Do- 
&rine among the Primitive Chriſtians, That 
they either aQua'ly did, or thought they law- 
fully might ſubmit and become Subjetts, and 
pay Allegiance to a Prince in the poſſeſſion of 
the Throne, and for that reaſon becauſe 
was in poſſeſſion, when the King whom 
they owed and to whom they had ſworn Al- 
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l-giance was alive and claiming, and whom 
they own'd and acknowledg'd to have the {4 
24 Right to the Crown. And this I ſhall con. 
feſs will be an Information to the purpole, But 
for Examples that are forcign to the Queſth, 
on, a-d which the Dr. intimates, ſ:6mitting ty 
the reigning Empirors by what means ſoever thy 
gain'd the Throne, thefe are wide of the mark, 
and we have had enow of them already, 
The Dr. proceeds, 1 grant i:deel tat thy 
reſolution of Conſcience ought nat to depend on ſuth 
niceties of Law and Hiloyy as learned men camny N 
agree about, and that i the reaſon why legal Rights 
and Titles are not to be a vile ani mtaſure of on 
Obedience to Princes, who are poſſeſsd of th 
Thyone. But us this a yeaſon to veelt the Direllh 
ons of Scripture too becauſe ſome men will diſput 
the plaineſt Texts, Now faith the Dr. This hath 
nothing eſe but Scepriciſm or Infallibility at the 
bottom 3 yes by all means, To ſay that the Do- | wer, 
Qor's (enſe is net clear becauſe no learned 
man eſpous'd ic but himſelf, or to ſay rhata 
little private Opinion, ſet on foot for the ba 
ſe{t purpoſes within our memory, is not 6 
c[eay as the concurrent judgment of all learned 
men ; This, it ſeems, has nothing bit Scope 
ciſm or Tnfallibility at the bottom. And this « 
man gets by dealing modeſtly with ſome men, 
Had I ſaid the Dotor's Expoſition had been 
abſurd and ridiculous, contrary to the ſenſe 
of a] the learned, all would have been well, 
and the Dr. mult have prov'd the contrary a; 
well as he could; bur when I only fay it is oct 
clear for the ſame reaſon, This Is $;epticiſm and 
Tifallibility, and I cannot tell what, And ſee 
how finely he expreſſes ir. Is this a reaſon tu 
reſet the direflions of Scripture, becauſe ſome min 
will diſpute the plaineſt Texts 8 And whol 
pray are theſe ſome men ? Why (to confine our 
ſelves within our memories) Archbiſhop F 
Biſhop Sanderſox, Dr. Hammond, and all the 
reſt of the loyal Sufferers for King charles the Ithey 
Firſt and Second. And if T may have leave tofjetin 
add a later inſtance, a little while ago Dr, Sher I ſo 
lock himſelf, Theſe were the men that in f8qui; 
this point diſputed the plainet Texts, And who iſt 1 
are the other ſome ? Why Dr. Godwin, Mri|fand 
Dury, Mr. Sanders, and all the Advocates for Jome 
the Rump and for Cromwe!! ; and after theſeyon 


Dr, ——__ a very fair Account! and the the ! 
Scepticiſm and 1zfallibility Is as olalh as can de- p 
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But afrer all my Argument is 
Poltſcript, not rouch'd, which is, * That the 
P. 11, * Laws of the Land are the Rule 
© of Conlciznce if they do not con. 
(tradi& the Laws of God. Now if re Laws 
of the Land be clear in the caſe, and if ir be 
Cnot as evident there is ſuch a Law of Gd 
which contradits theſe Laws, unbyaſicd 
$ Conſcience would ſoon determine, that we 
iwere bourd to follow that which is certain 
band plain, rather then that which is nor (0, 
Now the Dr. tells me, if 1 will give him leave 
to be ſure of any thing, be is pretty ſure, there is 
ach a Law of God ; that be to himſelf, ir is 
pot matter of diſpure. Burt that the ſenſe he 
gives of theſe Texts is not (o plain, is evident 
wa demonſtration. And I think the concur. 
ot Sngment of all learned men agzinfſt it, is 
1 ſufficient proof of Ir; but they are bur ſome 
xr, and the Dr. will not admit them, becauſe 
k runs men into Scepticiſm and 1»fallibility ; 
but I hope he will not except againſt him- 
ſelf, He tells us, He had ſome of 
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aſe Bf All. he did, and could find no belp for 
it ; and there be bad (luck had 3t 
wt been for Biſhop Overal's Convocation book 3 
what, and the Text o very plain in the caſe? 
ow could there be ſuch mighty heſitancy 
ad dou\r, and ſuch great difhculty about 2 
plain / Text? Cannot a man of the D Qor's 
Chara&er, by ſtudy and conſideration (for he 
tells us, be put bis thoughts in writing) under. 
fand the plaineſt Texts? And I hope ( out 
o reſpe& to the Dr. ) a man may ſay this is 
w great evidence of their plainneſs, I ſup- 
e the Dr. ated with fncerity In his Inqui- 
tes, and added reaſonable diligence and 1n- 
tltry, and yet after all he ſtu:b, and was nor 

r in the point; and jn ſuch a caſt to talk 
« ſome mes diſputing the plaineſt Texts ( when 
hey do but /ti:4 as he did) is meer ſwag- 
eting and turns upon him : for if the Texrs 
teſo very plain, how came it thar he hyml(clt 
kquiring ſincerely and diligen/ly and uting all 
jſt means for information cou'd not under- 
ſand them? if they are not (o plain, how 
wme their plainneſs ro be an Argument ? for 
won this very point my Anſwer turns, which 
the Ir, takes no no:ice.of, And I ſhail now 


kave jt with lim. The Laws of the Land av? 
be Rule of Con/cience if they do not contradict 
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the Laws of Got, ( and this according to the 
Dr.) Now if the Laws of the Land be clear in the 
Caſe, ana if it v2 not as ivident there is ſuch a 
Law of God wich contradicts thiſe Laws, thin 
unvyiſs'd Con/rieice would ſnon determine, th-t 
we at bound to fallow thit nity i: evident and 
plain rather than that which & nt (v. 

We come now to the Doftor's Teſtimonies 
our of Scripture 3 and firſt from the 
Old Teſtament, That Gi4 girth 
Kingdoms to whomſoeter be will, tht 


P 


\ . 


Dan, 17, 2. 21.3%. Now ({taich the Dr.) ig 


"0 Fyngs 
3 and the whole of 11s 
proof s, that Athaliah was an t#ſurper and ng 
Q:iten, Now the Dr. who talks ſor much abour 
the hoze/ty of altering his Order,- ſhould him- 
ſelf one would think, have deal: more jufily, 
and nt have mention'd only part of my An- 
(wer, and in dowariglt terms 2th:m'd it was 
the whole. Now my Anſwer was 

this, * Theſe (the Expreſſions of Toſlfcripr 
* the Prophet Danze/) are certain- p. 12, 

© ly rrue but noching to his pure. 

© poſe, for Gud did always ſet up and remove 
© Kings; but this was no evidence that God 
* won!4 have Uſurpers obey'd as Kings, as is 
* evident in the caſe of Athilizh. And God 
© did as much remove and ſet up Kings in the 
© Kingdom of 744ah as in any other Kingdom; 
* and therefore it cannot from theſe Exprefli- 
© ons be neceſlarily concluded, That every 
© perſon that g:ts poſieſſion of the Throne is 
* a King, and ought to hare the dutics belong- 
© ing-to a King paid ro him, And Is this no 
more that ſaying an U-urper is no King? of 
nced the Dr. be told whercin the force of this 
Anſwer lies? wich Is, Thar chele Expreth- 
ons are no Evidence that every perſon poſe 
ſels'd of the Throne is'a King, or tht God 
would have them obey'd as King+: and char is 
not (as the Dr. is plcaſcd to fay ) only that an 
Uurper is no King, but that which the Dr. 
cites to prove his HKypotheſts, docs not prove 
ir, and che reaſon of tizat is, for thar the Pro» 
pher [anze! delivers 4 general DoGrine not 
peculiar to Times a::d Scairs, or Countries, 
but what was always 10, and God gives King- 
ans to whonſotuer he will, an1 removith end 


ſatteth up Kings In all Ages and Places, and pare 


tictuarly 
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ticularly in the Rinedom of 7:44h as well 25 
ary other Kingdom. Now if this general Do- 
firine did nor prove that God had given the 
Kingdom of 7:44h to every one that pcfſeis'd 
the Throne and took it away from him that 
w2s diſpoſteſied, if it d1d nor prove in pari- 
cular, that God had given it to Athaliah and 
took ir-away from 7-4, then ir 1s as clear as 
the Sun, that it catinor necefſarily he conciu- 
ded from this paſſage in Dane!, thar Poſlteſ- 
{1on of rh;e Throne is an cvidence that God 
gives, and Liſp* fiefſion an evidence that Grd 
takes away the Kingdom ; for God gave King- 
d6oms, remoy'd and ſer up Rings, as much 
with reſpe& to the Kingdom of 7:4ah as to 
any other Country. Bur this it ſeems is no 
Anſwer, and yet « however jt comes to paſs) 
ir anſwers all char the Dr, hath reply'd, as we 
ſhall ſee preſently, Well bur | ſaid that uſuve 
pers wire no Kirgs 5, I did fo, and T choughr I 
had given a good reafon for ir, and that js, 
That all learned men deny that an 1 ſurper is a King. 
Bur that ir ſeems js no Reaſon with the Dr. 

er all /earxed men, or all the world ſay what 
they will, if 1t docs nor ſerve the Doctor's 
tu'n it is Nonſ-rſe. For that js his whole proof 


tha: an #&»rprr 15 3 King. Tv ſay (ſaith he) that 


&@ Kirg without a legal iitle, or an t{urper who 
hy a ſtir poſſ ſion (in the DoRor's ſ-ace of 
a Sceiilement ) of the Regal Power &5 ng King, 4s 
Nonſe>ſe; ves juſt as much Nonſenſe as to ſay 
that a Man who cohahirs wirh «a Woman, and 
vis not lawfully married, js not ner Husband, 
Por {ith he) Regal Power and Authority mals 
« King, 43S, Auſtin Regnum A Regibus, Reges 
3 Regendo, Certainly proofs are mighty ſcarce 
when (craps of Poets and the derivation of 
Words are brought for proofs, Door 4 docene 
de, and therefore every man that teaches 1s a 
Dor, And yet S. Auſtin muſt be quoted for 
rhis too, and the Boob and Chapter punRually 
on the Margin. He might as well have citzd 
Celepin or Robert Siephens, and their Authority 
in ſuch caſuiſtical points as theſe, would have 
been a little more than S, Auſtin's: however 
he goes on, and tells us zt « certarn, 1. ec, the 
'Þr, confidenily affirms fr, tho he does not 
prove ir, that he who has the exerciſe of the Ke- 
ga! Power and Authority i King whether wt will 
call him ſo or no , and bt j no King who bas n0 
Kegal Power, whatever bis Tit'e be, 1.6. Crem- 
we'l was a Ring, tha he was uot call'd fo ; 


and King Charles the Second, the firſt twelve! 
years of his Reign, was no King, tho he way 
call*d ſo, And this maxes our Laws Nonftaſe 
with a witneſs, waich own him as King 21] the 
time of the Uiurpation ; and yer the Dr. addy, 
If this br not ſo (i. e. his propofirioa before} 
ox7 L1ws are Norſenſe, which diſtingaih bet ween 
a Kirg de jure ax4 de facto, if 2 Kirg def, 
Go be no King, ho ut ſignifies one who u atiyall 
King. Now this is Sophitiry, and it lies in 
the Ambiguity of che Expreſſion, a King de 
fa ſignifies one that 1s aftually King; but 
jc be ſpoken in oppoſition to a RK. de jure, they 
ic ſignifies one thar bs in the place of King 
but is in truch no King; anda King de fatty 
in that ſenſe js no more a King than a Co 
rerfeir is the real thing it (elf, becauſe it 
called by the ſame name. And 
the Law jr (e!f, where this diftin- 1 Edw, 
&ion is made, plainly expounds cap. 1, 
what is meant by a King 4e facto 
by calling the ſame Perſons moſt commonly 
pretenced Kings, z. e, Perſons who had t 
name, but in reality were no Kings at all! 
AnJ a pretenced King is no more a King than 
Hypocrite is a Chriſtian, he is one 1n nam 
and ſhew, bur in reality no ſuch thing, 
tho I believe there is ſome difference betwee 
a King de facts and a meer Uſurper, as the 
is a difference between adminiftring the 
vernment ſab ratione jurzs, and withour any 
pretence of Right ar all. Bur I ſhall not e 
gage In this Controverſie, the Dr. already þ 
ing fo well anſwer'd by a learned pen. 
But ((aith he) what ſenſe does this makt 
whet the Prophet Danicl ſays, that God char 
etch Times and Seaſons, removeth Kings 
ſeiteth up Kings, By Kings bere, according 
our Autoor, the Prophet means, not ulurpers 
rightful and lawful Kings. And then the meani 
us, that God pulleth down rightful Kings, and ſt 
teth up rightſu! Kings. Now as for ſetting 
rightful Kings, our Author lizes it very well, 
hw does be like falling down vightſul King 
which is as mach again(t Law and Right, as to 
*p Kings without Right ? and that it ſeems hu 
Very well, and fo he does; and does tl 
contradict any thing that I have aflerted 
God removed Saul and fer up David; he re 
mov'd 7oram and ſet up 7thu; he remove 
7eho:ahim and fet up Ntbs:hadntz;ar and 4 
righ:ful Kings: and where is the _—_ - 
ur 


Furdity of this > The Dr. ſays ; that to recon- 
 cile it to our Author's Hypotheſis, the removed 
King muſt ſignifie an V/urper ; and the Kivg 
tt up, a Rightful and Legal King. Now it 
the Dr. can make this out from my Hypotheſis, 
1 will give him the Cauſe. He tells me, He 
doubts not, but our Author would be aſham'd 
zo ſay this. And he is in the right: I ſhould 
'be aſham'd to ſay that, and a great many other 
things too: but it ſeems he 1s not aſham'd to 
charge that upon my Hypotheſis, which 18 a di- 
rect contradiction toit. My Hypothehfis, as he 
repeats it, and diſputes again{t it, 1s, that an 
Uſurper # no King ; and therefore the Remo- 
ving a King, cannot , according to that Hypo» 
theſis, fHignifie the Removing an Uſurper , but 
of a Rightful King, z. e. a true King, not a 
pretended one : but then I think it follows, 
that the ſetting up of Kings, muſt fignifie the 
ſetting up of true Kings likewiſe , and not U- 
furpers, who are not Kings. And this Ido in- 
fiſt upon ( and it is vot a ſtrife about words ) 
and let the Dr. prove it he can , that an T/ar- 
is a King, cither in the ſenſe of Scripture, or 

In any gocd Author, or by the general conſent 
of mankind. And if he cannot, then for him 
to interpret what the Scripture ſays of Kings, 
in favor of Uſurpers, is purely arbitrary ; and 
he may as well apply the Directions and Pre- 
cepts of Scripture concerning Husbands, to him 
that commits a Rape ; For an Uſurper is no 
more a King , than a Raviſher is a Husband. 
And here is the plain ftate of the Caſe, The 
ripture aſſerts ( and if the Scripture had 
been filent, the Doctrine of Providence ſuffi- 
ciently evidences ) that God removes Kings, 
and ſets up Kings. And this proves, that what 
Kings are remoy*d, they are remoy*d by God, 
and what Kings are ſet up, they are ſet up by 
God : But this does not prove that thoſe are 
Kings, which are not Kings, or that Vſurpers 
are within the intention of thoſe words , or 
that every Providential Diſpoſſefſion, 1s God's 
unmaking a King , or every Providential Poſ- 
ſeflion ot the Throne, 1s God's making a 
King ; for this was manifeſtly otherwiſe in the 
Caſe of David and Abſalom, Foaſh and Atha- 
hab , and if the Dr. pleaſe, in the Caſe of 
King Charles the Second and Cromwell, And 
this Anſwer the Dr, had before , if he would 
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but have minded it. *However 
when Perſons have Poſſefſion of Poltſcript , 
*the Throne , who have a Legal p. 12. 
*Title, either by Deſcent, or other 
* Acquilition , and who are Kings by the con- 
*ſent of all mankind, it is plain that God ſets 
*them up : And it cannot neceſſarily be cor 
* cluded, that any more is meant by God's ſer- 
"ring up Kings ; and if it cannot neceſſarily be 
*concluded, then there is not from thence any 
* ſufficient warrarit to call every Vſurper God's 
* King, and to pay Duties to them acco: dingly. 
Bue (faith be ) this #7 evidently the Pro- 
Phet's meaning, to attribute all the Changes 
and Revolutions of Government, not to Chance 
or Fate, but to the Divine Providence: Well, 
this is true enough , whether the Prophet 
meant 1t or no. The Dr. adds, That whinzver 
we fee one King removed, and another ſet 
up, whoever they be, they are removed and 
fer up by God. And this is true enough, as 
the words lye ; but in the Drs. ſenſe it is mani- 
teltly falſe ; for the people ſaw David remor'd, 
and it was by God alſo ; but God by that 
Removal , did not give away his Kingdom ; 
they ſaw Abſolom ſet up too, and this allo ( in 
a ſenſe) was by God, but God by that ſetting 
up, did not make him a King , and give him 
the Kingdom. Bue ( ſaith he) who ( God } 
ruleth im the Kingdom of men, and giveth it 
to whomſoever he will. Does whomſoever ſig- 
nifie thoſe on'y , who have a Legal Right ? 
Does giving, ſuppoſe an antecedent right m 
im, to whom :t 15 given? Does giving it to 
whomſoever he will , fjgnifie giving it on'y to 
thoſe, whom the Laws grve at ? Do we uſe toſay, 
a man may give his Eſtate to whom he wall, 
when his Eſtate us entail'd, and he cannot 
alienate ut from the Right Heir ? we ſhould 
tlank this a very abſurd way of ſpeaking 
among men? and yet thus our Author muſt 
expound God's proing a Kingdom to whom 
ſoever he will, to ſignifie his giving the 
Kingdom to the Right Heir. Now here are 
as many Sophiſms, as there are lines : and firſt 
of all, I do readily acknowledge, that whom- 
ſoever does not tignifie thoſe only who have a 
Legal Right ; but the fallacy is evident : for 
God gives all the World, as well as Crowns, to 
whomſoever he will. But for all that, no body 
Q bath 
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hath a right to private Eſtates but by the Laws 
of the Land. And it would be a fine Plea, in 
Weſtminſter-Hall, to argue upon God's Dona- 
tion by Providence ; Another man hath a Le- 
gal Title, but God gives the World to whom- 
forever he will; and tho he hath no Legal 
Title, what then * Does whomſoever , ſignific 
thoſe only who have a Legal Title ? Thus 
likewiſe giving, in the notion of it, does not 
ſuppoſe an antecedent Right, but with reſpect 
to God's giving , and a Right by Humane 
Laws it does : for God gives Property to them, 
who have ſuch a Right; and he does not give 
it them who have no ſuch Right, tho they may 
poſleſs it by fraud and injuſtice. But here the 
fallacy lys in dividing what ought not to be 
divided : for what is given by juſt Laws, God 
gives 3 and the antecedent Right is the Gift of 
God ; and what God gives by Laws, which he 
hath made a Rule , is not to be defeated by 
Providence, which he hath not made a Rule. 
He asks again, Does giving to whomſoever he 
will, ſignafie giving #t only to thoſe to whom 
the Law gives it ? Tanſwer no; it does not 
ſipnifie ſo ; neither does it fignifie Poſſeſſion 
0119. But this I can tell him, it ſignifies every 
jot as much ſo in Kingdoms and Governments, 
as it does in private Pofſefſions and Eſtates, 
And the Propoſition in Scripture is as umver- 
ſal, that God gives every thing, all the Profits, 
Honors, &c. in the World, to whomſoever he 
will : or if it was not in Scripture, it is a 
Doctrine plain enough; and eyery man that 
owns Providence muſt own it. Andit 1s a 
pure conſequence, that every man who ts un- 
Jultly poflefſed of an Eſtate , hath a Divine 
Right to it, tho not a Legal one ; becauſe for- 
ſooth giving #t to whomſoever he will, does 
not ſignifie, giving it only to thoſe to whom 
rhe Law gives it. It is in vain here for the 

Dr. to anſwer as he does often in his 
 Vindic. Vindication, That thole matters are 
p. 58. refer d to the Readreſs of publick 

Laws; but theſe God reſerves to 
bis own cognizance and diſpoſal. For the 
Queſtion here, is about the importance and 
Ggnification of theſe Expretltions. And here 
his Quelitions turn upon him ; Does whomſo- 
ever, lignifie thoſe only, who are redreſs'd by 
Publick Laws? Docs giving lignifie only a 


Sentence of a Judg, or the Verdict of a Jury? 
Does giving to whomſoever he will, ſipnifie 
giving ut only to thoſe, to whom the Law 


gooey it? And if they do fignifie ſo, then his 


ueſtions are vain ; if they do not, then his 
Argument is vain, and there is nothing to be 
concluded from theſe Expreflions for the Drs. 
purpoſe: for they are equally affirm'd in Scri- 
pture, and equally true of private Eſtates, as 
of Governments. The Expretion is the ſame, 
and the Latitude is the ſame in both Caſes: 
He that gives Crowns, and that gives Eſtates 
to whomſoever he will, equally gives them to 
whomſoever he will. And what difference ſo. 
ever there is between Thrones and private 
Eſtates, between matters above Humane Tri- 
bunals, and fuch as are ſubject to them, there 
1s none at all in giving them to whomſoever 
he will. And it it be a good Argument for 
Poſleflion againſt Legal Right, that God gives 
to whumſoever he will, then 'tis likewiſe a good 
Argument in all caſes : for God gives to whom- 
ſoever he will in one caſe, as well as the other, 
And whomſoever and giving ; and giving to 
whomſcever God will , 1igritie the very ſame in 
both caſes ; whomſoever no more ſignifies 
thoſe who have a Legal Right, nor grving, an 
ant« cedent Right mm him to whom it us given, 
nor giving to whomſoever he will, giomg it 
only to thoſe to whom the Law gives it, with 
reſpect to private Eitates , than 1t does to Go» 
vernments. And if it cannot be concluded 
from ſuch a /ignification , that a wrongtul 
poſletiton againit Law , is God's gift , and 
ought to be own'd as fuch, the Drs. Argument 
from ſuch a /ignification, is trifling and falla- 
cious. And that is the only thing in queſtion. 
And the truth is, ſuch kind oft Arguments 
prove nothing. © For the Propoſition in gene- 
ral, that God gives Kingdoms, and that he 
gives Riches and private Eitates to whomſocever 
he will, 1s deny'd by no body that believes a 
God and Providence. And that is not the 
Queſtion ; but the Queltion is, whether a 
Providential Potſeflion againſt Legal Right, be 
a ſuffient Evidence of That Will ? And that it 
cannot be concluded from thoſe general Exe 
prefſions, nor from the Doctrine of Providence, 
is plain enough from the inſtance before: - ard 
this ſhews, how unſuitable the Caſe is which 
_ he 


he brings for a Parallel, Do we uſe to ſay a 
man may give his Eſtate to whom he will, 
when his Eſtate is entayld , and. he cannot 
alienate it from the Right Heir ? Ifayno: 
We do not uſe to ſay fo, becauſe it is none of 
his to give. But this we uſe to ſay, that if 
any man has an Eltate of his own to give, he 
mult evident.y gwe it , before the Perſon to 
whom he gives it, can have a good Title to 
it: And it he that claims by ſuch Gift, has no 
other Evidence but Pofle(dion , I doubt that 
will be no bar to the Heir at Law. And it 
would be a Ridiculous Plea for ſuch a Poflel. 
for, to ſay that he that own'd the Eſtate, might 

ve it to whomſoever he would. And whom- 
; wk did not fignifie the Heir at Law ; nor 
did giving to whomſoever he would, ſignitie 
giving it only to thoſe, to whom the Law 
gives it. And if the Dr will give me leave to 
uſe his own Expreſſions, Thus the Dr. expounds 
God's giving Kingdoms to whomſoever he 
will. And atter a train of ſuch wretched fal- 
lacies, the Dr. concludes with this Magilterial 
Rant, He may af he pleaſe, call this expound- 
ing Scripture; but I doubt every body elſe 
ell prove it to ſome other name ; and I hope 
he Gumſelf upon ſecond thoughts will be 
aſham'd of it. Now I do not know what 
the Dr. will be aſham'd of : but if Sophiſtical 
Arguments, eſpecially if they relate to the 
interpretation of Scripture, be matter of ſhame, 
I ſhall leave it with him, who has the moſt oc- 
caſion to be aſham'd. . 

But (ith he) #t 5s more abſurd ſtill, if we 
apply it to the occaſion, viz. thoſe great Revo- 
lutions and Changes of Empires, which the 
Prophet foretold, and which be attributes to 
Ged: And where is this great abſurdity > Why 
faith he, when Kingdoms and Empires are 
overturned by violence, #t is non-ſenſe to talk 
of God's ſetting up only Rightful Kings, not 
Uſurpers. Yes, by all means; To lay that 
ages yo was a Rightful King, is non- 

A 


ſenſe. to fay that the Romans were 

Reghrful Governors, 1s non-ſenſe ; 
Convoc. and the Convocation ſpeak 10:- 
p. $2. ſenſe , when they expreſly affirm 


it. Toſay yo amr ng and vi- 

olent Beginnings, may afterwards acquire a 
Right, is oy &. Theſe it ſeems are ſuch 
underſtand, and they 


things which no can 
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the Reaſon of Mankind. 
Now I grant, that non-ſenſe is an abſurdity ; 
but I think *tis abſurd likewiſe, to charge any 
Propolition with non=/enſe, and not be able to 


plainly contradict 


make it out. But ( faithhe) Kingdoms are 
not transferred, nor Kings —_ , nor ſot 
up by Law : Andtherefore when the Prophet 
tells us with reſpeft to ſuch violent Revoluti- 
ons, that God changes times and ſeaſons, 
that he removeth and ſetteth up Kings , an 
ingenious man m'ſt be bard put to it to 
fay , this 11 not meant of Uſurpers, but of 
Rightful and Legal Kings. And why fo I 
pray ? Isit ſovery hard to conceive, how vio- 
lent Revolutions , may end in a Legal Right, 
and become Juſt Governments 2 Or is there 
any neceflity from the violence of the Revo- 
lution, to conclude, that a Prince ſetled in the 
Throne upon ſuch a Revolution, could not 
have acquir'd fuch a Right ? This is plainly 
falſe in tact : The Revolution in Fudea by 
Nebuchadnez7ar, was as violent as any, and yet 
he had acquir'd a Right to the Government of 
it, by the Submiſſion of the Legal Prince, as 
well as by God's expreſs Will: And this is the 
firlt inſtance that theſe words of Danze! refer 
to; and the fame is tobe faid of all thereſt 
of the Governments within the Compaſs of 
that Prophetical Interpretation. And therefore 
the v:o/ence of the Revolution , is no Argu= 
ment for the Unrightfulneſs of the Govern- 
ment. And tho the Prophet tells us, with re- 
ſpect to ſuch violent Revolutions, that God 
removes and ſets up Kings, it can never from 
thence be concluded, that by ſetting up Kings, 
is meant Uſurpers ; becauſe in the very Caſe to 
which the words refer , thoſe Kings were not 
Uſurpers : And becauſe the nature of the 
thing does not imply it : for a Revolation 
may be violent, and yet the Government ſetled 
upon it, be Legal and Righttul, and not Uſur- 
pation. And this I take to be the ſtate of the 
Cafe : Revolutions are not made by Laws, but 
thorough Settlements are : and it is not a 
Revolution, but a thorough Settlement , that 
diſtinguiſhes between an Ulurper, and a Right- 
ful King ; or if the Dr. pleaſe, between a King 
and no King. He that 1a a violent Revolution, 
as violently poſſeſſes himſelf of the Throne, 
and hath no more Right to it after , than be- 


fore, is an Uſurper, and no King 3 but he that 
s '0 2 we afterwards 


afterwards acquires a Right, is a King, and no 
Uſurper. The Dr. differs as to the notion of a 
Settlement ; but the inference, even with re- 
ſpect to his own notion, 1s the ſame : for he 
owns, that it is not a duty to obey a Perſon 
in Poſſeſſion of the Throne , 'till he 1s tho- 
roughly ſetled ( in his ſenſe). And that is, 
till then , he is no King; for he is a King of 
Clouts , whom no body is bound to obey ; 
ſo that either way it is not God's ſetrs,g vp, or 
ſetting upon the Throne , that denomunates a 
King, but that joyn'd with other Circum- 
{tarces, and the Queſtion between us is, Whe- 
ther that is the Conſent of the States and Peo- 
ple, or the Acquiſition of Right. 

The Dr. ſays, If I will allow the diſpoſſeſſed 
Kings to be Legal Kings, he wonders how I 
Should fanſie, that thoſe Kings who diſpoſſeſs 
'the Rightful Kings , and place themſelves in 
their Thrones, ſhould in my ſenſe be Legal and 
Rightfal Kings too. And yet I had told. him 
how, as plain as I could ſpeak, by the Death 
or Ceſiton of thoſe diſpollefied Kings. And 
the Dr. if he pleaſe, may wonder ſtill ; but it 
had been as well, if he had anſwer'd it. 

I now come to his Teſtimony from the 

New Teſtament, Rom. 13. 15 2. Let 


Vindic, every Soul be ſubjet to the Higher 
P.52. Powers; for all power is of God, &c. 

To this I ſiid, that by Powers , the 
Poſftfcr. Dr. underſtands Uſurped as well as 
P. 12. Lawful Powers. And his Reaſon ns, 


becauſe the Scripture makes 10 din 
ftinaiom between Kings and Uſurpers. And 
to theſe, the Dr. adds thoſe words he had men- 
tion'd in his Caſe of Allegiance ( between 
Kings whom we muſt, and whom we muſt not 
obey ): And then tells me; theſe laſt words I 
conceal, becauſe they ſpoil all my Argument. 
And if they do ſo, 1 will confeſs it was 11l 
done to conceal them : But it they do not, 'tis 
humorſome and captious to complain of it. 
And let us fee his Reaſon 3 For faith he) he 
adds, I thought the Caſe of Athaliah had been 
a Diſtinftion, and had this precept been 
given in thoſe days, I wonder whether any 
body would have doubted of whom it ought to 
be underſlood , of Athaliah, or Joaſh. Very 
well, this was my Argument ; but how comes 
this to be ſ-oyl'd by thoſe laſt words 2 That I 
cannot tell; and it may be, the Dr, will tell me 
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in his next; But at-preſent he replys, Thers 
was a diſtintion between Athaliah and Joaſh, 
that ſhe was an Uſurper, and he a Rizhtful 
King: and the Dr. makes a"D:/tinAton, be- 


tween an Uſurper, and a Rightful King, with 


reſpe& to their Uſurpation and their Right : 


But (faith he) ths I ſay, the Scripture makes. 


no diſtinftion between a Rightful King and. 
an Uſurper, with reſpet to the obedience of 
Subjefts, while they are ſetled in the Throne, 
No! What does he think of ſetting up Foaſh 
when out of poſſeſſion ; and depoling Atha- 
leah, when in poſſeſſion ? This I think is a, 
diſtintion between a Rightful King and an 
Uſurper , with _ to the obedience of 
Subjetts. And, with the Drs. leave, am apt 
to believz, that Killing on the one hand, and 
Crowning and Allegiance on the other hand, is 
a conſiderable diſtzn41on in that reſpect. What 
follows that #n reference to this, the Caſe of 
Athaliah 3s no Example of ſuch a diſtinfion,, 
becauſe the Jews might and did lawfully ſub« 
mit to her, and that ſhe was' afterwards 
> rope was owinz to the Divine Entail, 
is hath been urged, and anſwered before, 
and it is not at all to the Drs. purpoſe now. 
For the Queſtion here 1s on/y , whether there 
be ſuch a diſtznon in Scripture, with reſpect 
to the Subject's Obedience. And if the ſetting, 
up Foaſh, and the depoſing - and laying Atha- 
liah , be not a. Diſtm#ion, there 1s no ſuch 
thing as a Ds/tinton in tne World, The Dr. 
adds, Had this Laws been given to the Jews at 
that. time, . while Joaſh was conceal'd, it muſt” 
have been expounded of Athalich , who had 
poſſeſſion of the Throne, when Joaſh was known 
and anointed, it muſt have been expounded of 
him, as having a Divine Rizht to the Throne of 
Judah. That 1s to fay , this Law would have 
been expounded of the Uſurper, if there be no 
Right Heir, or none known ; but when the 
Right Heir is known, it is to be interpreted of. 
him, and not of the Uſurper. As if any body 
could think this Law would have been expoun- 
ded of Zoaſh, if he had not been living, or had 
not been thought to have been living. But what. 
I pray has this Concea/ment todo in the mat- 
ter > The Dyſtinfton is not between the Cor- 
cealment of the one , and the Poſſeſſion of the 
other, but between Rzght and V/urpation, and 
both viſible : between Zoaſh out of oy 
an 
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and Athaliah in Poſſellion of the Throne. And 
here is the Queſtion, of whom ought this 
Precept to be underſtood, of Athaliah or 
Joaſh 2 if of Athalzah, then ſhe was ordain'd 
of God, and to refiſt her , had been to receive 
Damnation, which was plainly falſe ; for ſhe 
was reſiſted and killed, and both juſtity'd : Be- 
ſides, if it was to be underſtood of ber, then 
it could not be underſtood of Foaſh; for it 
cannot be interpreted of Two Competitors. 
But if it muſt be underſtood of Foaſh , then a 
Rightful Prince out of Pofſetiion, is the Higher 
Powers in the ſenſe of this Text, and an Uſur- 
per in Poſſefſion, is not. And then -the whole 
Reaſon of the Drs, Argument fails, then the 
Powers that be, may be the Rightful Powers 
out of Poſſeflion, in the intention , and accor- 
ding to the direction of that Text. And then 
there is a Diſtin@:on in Scripture between 
Kings whom we muſt obey, and Uſurpers ( the 
Dr. calls them Kzngs ) whom we myſt not 
obey ; which is the thing to be proved. 

I proceeded, But ( /asth the Dr. ) if the 
Apoſtle had intended ſuch a Diſtinition, he 
_ to have ſaid it in expreſs words, and 
why (6 I pray? The Dr.replys, 1 gave him a 
reaſon for it, which he # pleaſed to conceal, 
why ſhould we think the Apoſtle here intends 
@ diſtin&ion unknown in Scripture 2 But ſure 
Idid not conceal this , for I had ſpoken to it 
juſt before, as much as I thought needtul ; 
and I did not fee any reafon to repeat 1t again. 
The Dr. adds, he ſaid, had there been any ſuch 
Rule before given to ſubmit to lawful Powers, 
but not to ſubmit to Uſurpers, there had been 
ſome pretence of underſtanding St. Paul's al 
power , of all Legal Power ; but there be- 
ing nothing hike this any where elſe in Scr1- 
prure ? If he had mtended any ſuch a:/irn- 
fon, he ought to have ſaid it m expre/s 
words, or elſe no body could reaſonab'y ave 
underſtood him to intend this Precept of Sub- 
jeftion to the higher powers , only of Powers 
that had a Legal Right. Now I cannot tell 
why the Dr. ſhould fay I concea!'d this, for 1 
inſwer*d it, and thatI think is not concealing 
it, I had faid are there not genera! Rules 
about right and wrong , which extend to ai! 
Caſes and Perſons ? « And if they extend to ail 
Caſes and Perſons, then there are Rules 1n 
Scripture about the Right and Wrong of Gor 
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vernment, and about Legal and Uſmpedl 
Powers, and fo I meant it, and could nican 
nothing : and fo that if the Dr. 

had any Reaſon to diſprove this he had Vindic. 
no Realon to ſay, This I thought 4 P. 53. 

very good Reafon, and di] no: exper? 

to have been ashed for more, til! they had beon 
anſwer'd : torthit is a very good anſwer to 
it, as we ſhall ſee preſently. 

He gocs on, But ( [aith our Anthar) does 
not the nature of the thing ſufficiently di- 
ſtinguiſh it 2 He replyes, the nature of the 
thing diſtinguiſhes between a Legal King, and 
an Vſurper ; but the nature of the thing docs 
not prove, that uſurped powers are not the 
higher powers, and 0::2t not to be obey'd, but 
I think proves the quite contrary : that isto 
fy, the nature of the thing diſtinguiſhes be- 
tween who has, and who has not a Right to 
the Government. And that I think is (uffici- 
ent to Ciftinguiſh between who are , and who 
are not the Higher Powers. And it had been 
ſuperfluous to diſtinguiſh in expreſs terms, 
what 1s imply'd in the very Precept ; as the 
Precept to obey Parents, Husbands, Maſters, do 
not expreſly diliinguiſh between thoſe which 
are, and thoſe which are not ſo ; tor 'tis al- 
ways imply'd, and an expreſs diltindtion is 
needleſs. And there is no Rule in Scripture 
grven, to ſubmit to lawful, and not unlawfab 
Husbands, and Matters, any more than there is 
to ſubmit to lawful and not unlawful Govers 
nors But I think for all that, no hody que- 
{tions of whom the Precept is intended ; or 
that thoſe that are the lawful, are thoſe' only 
that are meat, altho there be-no expreſs d1- 
ftinction excluding the unlawful trom any 
Mare or partnerſhip i it. But the truth is, 
that 1s always 1mply'd, 2nd fuch caſes are under 
the direction of general Rules; And there- 
fore I ſaid, Are there not genzral 
Rives about Right and Wrong, Poſtſcript, 
which extend to all Perſons and p. 12. 
Caſes By which Lmeant, that tae 
Rights and Wrongs that reſpect Government, 
are under the direction of thole Rules, as muclz 
as the Rights and Wrongs that concern Pri« 
vate Property. He that unjuitly potlefſes a110- 
ther man's Throne, 1s as much an unjutt Pof- 
{eifor, as much bound to Reſtitution ; and 
men are as much bouad not to partake with 

wa, 


him, and become party's to his injuſtice, nor 
to ſupport and abet it again(t Right, by virtue 
of theſe general Rules, as they are the ſame in 
private Caſes He that abets an unjult Pofleſ(- 
lor of the Throne, is as much Partzceps crt- 
mints as he that abets an unjuſt Poſſeſſor of 
any other mans eſtate. And now let us hear 
his reply, Ts (faith he) there are (ſuch gene» 
ral Rules) ſuch is the Aprſtle's Rule im thu 
Chapter, to give to every one their due : Bue 
then the Queſtion returns what # their due ? 
Before I coniider his Anſwer, I ſhall crave leave 
to give him this Anſwer to his Queſtion, Poſ- 
ſeflion of the Throne is their due. And this I 
think can never be deny'd by a man that owns 
the diſpoſſeſſed Prince hath itill a Legal R/ghr, 
by virtue of which he may recover his Throne 
of he can; and if he hath a Right to it, then it 
1s due to him: And I would fain know how 
engaging, and endeavouring all we can, and 
ſwearing to keep him from his Right, be a 
compliance with this Precept to give #0 every 
man hs due. The Dr. hath a ſubtle Diſtinction 
between a Righg to the Government, and a 
Right to Allegiance, which I ſhall conſider pre- 
ſently, but if it was granted him, it will not e- 
vade the force of this Argument ; for ſuppoſe 
the Poſſeſſor of the Throne had a Right to Al- 
legiance, and the diſpoſſeſſed Prince a Right to 
the Government ; how comes Allegiance to 
warrant an Ad of injuſtice, to pray and fight, 
and do all we can, againſt a manifeſt Right,and 
which we know to be ſo. If he 
Caſe of ought to have the Government, as 
Alleg.p. the Dr. expreſſes it, he ought to be 
King-but # not, then 'tis injuſtice 
to keep him from it ; for no man gugbe to have 
what can juſtly be kept from him. And then 
I would & know by what Rules of Conſci- 
ence, Allegiance (if it were due) can juſtitie our 
aCting againſt a moral Law. For if obedience 
be not his Right, the Crown is, and obedience 
to the molt Rightful Prince.in the World will 
not excuſe our aiding and alfitting him, in the 
unrighteous taking or keeping another man's 
Eltate, if it be notorious and manifeſt. 
We come now to the Drs. Anſwer to this 
ion, What ws their due ? whether Sub- 
gettion and Obedience be not due to the Prince, 
who governs, not to the Prince who does not, 


nd cannot govern, whatever his Legal Right 
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to the Government be ? And to this he ſays, be- 
cauſe the"controverſie turns on it be ſhall par« 
ticularly conſider it. The Arguments he ſays 
1s this, He who by the Laws of the Land has 
a Right to the Crown, has a Right to our Al- 
legiance ; and whether he be in or out of Poſ? 
ſeſſion to orn any other King, and to ſubmit 
and pay Allegiance to any other, though aftually 
poſſeſſed of , and ſetled in the Throne, # 4 
great injuſtice to our natural Prince, and 4 
violation of that precept to give to every one 
their due. To this the Dr. Anſwers, Here are 
two things to be conſidered, 1. The Right to the 
Crown. 2. The Right to Allegiance. 

As for the firit the ſubſtance of his Anſwer is, 
The fundamental prejudice and miſtake, ſeems 
to be, the making no difference between a Le* 
gal Right to the Crown, and a Legal! Right 
of Subjefts to their Eſtates ; but the Dr. ap« 
prehends a great difference, that in ſeeling 
” 0 mr 1 more 18 required but a meer 

umane Right, but to make a Legal Ks 
beſides an Humane Right to the Crown bend 
have God's Authority : N»hing but a Legal 
Deſcent and Poſſ:ſſion gives Right to a Legal 
Eſtate ; and therefore the Law muſt have 3ts 
effet: And ss the only adequate Rule of right 
and wrong in ſuch Caſes ; and tho the Provi- 
dence of God allots mens private fortunes, yet 
be gives no man a right to an Eſtate which 
he gets by fraud, nor exempts them from Lee 
gal pumſhmenes, but leaves all ſuch meer Le« 
gal Rights, under the general influence of 
Providence,to the care of Publick Government, 
But if a meer Humane Right cannot make 4 
Kg, but God's Authority makes a King ; if 
God reſerves this Authority in hss own hands, 
and does not inſeparably annex it to Humane 

Entails of the Crown, if God's Authority with« 
out a Humane Right can make a Kip, but 
Humane Laws cannot make a King without 
God's Authority; this may ſatisfie us, that 


when God thinks fit to yr e bs Authority, | 
u 


a meer Legal Right is not ſufficient Reaſon to 
adhere to a Ps God has anti x. the 
Throne ; nor the want of a Legal Right, ſu 
cient reaſon to diſown a Prince, whom God 

ſet upon the Throne. Now here is ſome variety 
of expreſſion, but = little new matter but 
what the Dr. had ſaid, and what is anſwered 


before ; but he hath a peculiar delight in re- 
peating 
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peating his Anſwers over and over ; but I hope 
I may be excuſed if I do not follow him in 
that. And therefore as to the difference inthe 
Events of providence, with reſpect to Govern- 
ment and private Eitates ; and as to God's re- 
ſerving his Authority in his own hands, and his 
interpoſing by providence : I ſhall refer the 
Reader tothe Anſwers I gave before to them ; 
at preſent this Anſwer is ſufficient : That the 
Law, and not Providence, is the adequate Rule 
of right and wrong with reſpect to Gover- 


” nours, as well as with reſpect to the Poſlefſors 


of private Eſtates, and the Law ought to have 
its effect in one caſe, as well as the other ; and 
I would feign know how providence comes to 
be a Rule of right and wrong in any caſe, or 
what ſenſe the Dr. can make ot ſuch a propoſi= 
tion ? 'tis mere trifling and fallacious to ſay, 
that to make a Legal King, beſides a Wumane 
ipht to the Crown, he muſt have God's Au- 
thority. And what then ? therefore he that has 
Pofſetlion and no Legal Right bas God's Au- 
—_— This is a wild conſequence ; He that 
is Maſter of the Temple hath a Legal Right to 
it, but beſides that Right he muſt have God's 
Authority to preach and adminilter the Sacra- 
men's; and therefore whoſoever by Intruſion 
and Uſurpation Preaches and Adminiſters the 
Sacraments there, is Maſter of the Temple. The 
Dr. knows well enough, that we have no con- 
troverlie with him about God's Authority ; but 
about the Communication of it, whether this 
Authority be communicated by the Events of 
providence (the methods and intentions of 
which are unſearchable) or by fixed and ftated 
Rules, allowed and commanded by God him- 
felf to be obſerved ; or whether the Subject in 
whom this Authority reſides, be him that has a 
Legal Right to the Government, or hum that 
has no Right ; ſo that it is not at all to his 
purpoſe to prove, that a Legal King mult have 
's Authority,or that God's Authority makes 


| Kings; for no body doubts of that, but the 


Queltion is, whether the Authority of God be 
annexed to the Legal Right, or to the Events 
of providence. He ſays, God does not miſepa- 
rably annex his Authority to Humane Entails, 
Right, but then he does annex it, tho not inle- 
parably, and no body can ſeparate it but himſelf, 
and the Queſtion 1s, whether a meer eventual 
Polletfion be ſuch a ſeparation z God does not 
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inſeparably annex property to Legal Right, but 
may diſpoſe of it by his own Sovereign Will and 
Council ; He gave the e/£gyprians goods to 
the Iſrae/zres, as wellas Ziram's Crown'o Febu, 
And therefore the fundamental mrſt.the the Dr. 
ſpeaks of, of making no difference between a 
Legal Right to the Crown, and a Leval Right 
of Subjetts to their Eſtates is no miltake at all; 
for there is no difference with reſpe&t to God's 
Sovereign Will, no difference with reſpect to 
wage ry which is the main Queition. Well, 

ut for ſetling an Eſtate, nothing more ts re« 
quired but a meer Humane Right : But to make 
a Legal King, beſides an Humane Right to the 
Crown, be muſt have God's Authority ; by ſet- 
ling an Eſtate, the Dr. means a Righe to it ; 
otherwiſe it is not to the purpoſe, which is con- 
cerning a difference between Legal Right tu 
the Crown,and a Legal Right to private Eitates ; 
as he ſays afterwards, we. ru but a Legal! d:ſ- 
cent, and a Legal Poſſeſſion gives Right to 4 
Legal Eſtate. And this is his own miltake, 
for God 1s Proprietor of all the World ; and all 
the World is his as well as Authority, and no 
man can havea Right to any part of it, but as 
that Right is derived to him from God, mcer 
Humane Right, or meer Humane Law, gives 
no more Right to a private Eſtate, then it does 
to Authority ; for all isGods, and it isnot the 
peculiar Caſe of Authority, but every thing 
elſe paſſes by delegation and committion from 
him; no man hath a Right to his Eſtate or 
Goods, and no man hath a Right to Authority 
but what God gives. But the only Qyeition is, 
how theſe Rights are conveyed ; and that is by 
the reſpective Laws of each Country, he that 
hath a Right by Law, hath a Right trom God, 
and he that hath not a Right by Law hath no 
Right from God: The Laws as authorized and 
appointed by him, are the Channels whereby 
this Right 1s conveyed ; and he that poſlciles 
hunſelf any other way, makes a property to 
himſelf, but he hath no Right to it, and Ged 
does not give it him : This therefore is not (as 
the Dr. talks ) confining God, but obſerving 
the Rules and Methods he himſelf hath war- 
ranted and directed. There are-indeed ſome 
Caſes, wherein the Law makes a Property, and 
God does not; but this is quite contrary to the 
Drs. Hypotheſis ard confutes it : And that is, 
when by traud and wuſtice a:1d corrupt means, 
neg 
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men gain Eſtates ; they may have a Title in 
Law to their unjuſt acquilitions, but they hold 
them by Ufurpation,and have ro Right to them 
with, reſpect to God, and are bound to reſtore 


Rigl!t to them, nor hath God given them, tho 
he permits them by his providence to poſlels 
themſelves of tliem. And this plain and unde- 
niable Doctrine, fits hard upon more princt- 
ples than one of the Drs. And from thence 1t 
plaii:ly follows, he that attains any thing by 
unjuit and wicked arts, hath no Right to it 
in reſpec&t of God, whatſoever he may fome- 
times have i: ref:e} of Men; and it he that 
unjulily gains a ſhilling 1s fo far an Uſur per, 
and hath tor that reaſon no Right to 1t from 
God, then he that by as bad or worſe arts U- 
urps a Throne, bas likewiſe no Right to 1t1n 
reſpect of God : And this directly contradicts 
the fundamental Doctrine of the Drs. Books. 
But perhaps the Dr, may like this better 1n 
his own words, and he may find them 1n his 
Diſcourſe if Religious Aſſemb'/ies ( ps 85. ) 


There 1s a vaſt ifference betieen Gad's per- 
mitting the preſperity of bad men, and that 
conſtant providence which watches over good 
men ; bad men may advance themſelves by in- 
Juſtice, oppreſſion, and perjury, but they are 
not advanced by the bleſſing,” but by the per- 
miſſion of God, for God never bleſſes any wick- 


ed arts; and therefore ſuch mens proſperity. 


3s very uncertain, and as. totrering as the 
Thzones of Uſurpers ; for tho they have a 
good Title with re/pett to men, yet they are but 
Uſurpers, with reſpz(t to God,and therefore are 
tumbled down at by pleaſure. Now this I 
take to be very good Doctrine;and the Dr. hath 
not formally renounc'd it, but he hath inverted 
the Argument, and ſet it with the heels up- 
ward ; and Now thoſe that by the molt wicked 
and unjuſt Jrts are Uſurpers with reſpect to 
men, have a Divine Right and a good Title 
with reſpect to God, which is ſuch a way of 
God's giving Right, and men receiving a Right 
from him, that no Cafuilt in the World ever 
dreamed of before. 

2. As for the Right to Allegiance, The Dr. 
tells us, zt was the great deſign of hy book to 
prove, that Allegsance was not immediatly 
due to a Legal Right to the Crown, but to Gon 
wvernment, chat therefore he denaces a Pranice 


who has the Legal! Right, no Right which he 
can juſt'y claim, who denies Alleg. to him, 
when he # out of the Throne» And (ſaith he) 
m:thinks our Author ſhould have anſwered all 
that IT ſaid upon this Argument, before he had 
fo drigmatically told us, that the general Rules 
about right and wrong, which extend to all 
Perſons and Cafes, made :t needleſs, for $t Paul 
to have told us, that by the higher Powers,and 
the Powers tirat are, he meant on'y Legal 
Powers. Now I thought I had anſwered his 
Argument from providence, and which alſo 


"(ill now the Dr. tells me otherwiſe, I took to * 


be the great deſign of his book ; and his Ar- 
gument, that Government and Allegiance are 
Relatives was not quite neglected, and the Dr, 
ſound it ſo ; and what is it that IT have not an« 
ſwercd upon this argument ? why 2s he now re- 
peats it, That All:griance is not due to Legal 
Right but to Government, &c. Now I have 
proved over and over, that Allegiance is due on- 
ly to the Legal Prince; that 1t 18not due to an 
Lurper, who actually adminiſters the Govern- 
ment, but to the Legil Prince when he does 
not aCtually adminiſter it. And that I think 
is anſwering it ; but ſome men complain for 
want of anſwers, when they have more already 
then they can tell what to do with. But the Dr, 
is ſure the Reaſen of things does not prove the 
contrary : For when the Allegiance and Obe« 
dience of Subjetts, 15 a duty only for the ſake 
of Government, for the eaſe and ſafety of it, 
it is very ſtrange, that it ſhould not be due to 
a ſetled Government, but due to a Prince, who 
does not, and cannot govern ; cannot govern? 
who hinders him ? why, as the Dr. puts the 
Caſe, the Uſurper and his Contederates ; and 
that is an argument that they owe him no Al- 
legiance ; jult as Cromrwel! and his accomplices 
firlt diſabled the King,and then cryed they ow'd 
him no Allegiance, becauſe he could not pro- 
tect them. But Allegiance 1s for the ſake of 
Government, and therefore whoever attually 
governs (let him be who he will) hath a Right 
to Ailegiance ; but firit, arguments drawn trom 
the /ake and end of things to prove the tranſ- 
ferricg of Rights and Dutics are abſurd and in- 
conſequent ; Marriage 1s for the ſake of Conju- 
gal Society ; and it a Husband is iwpriſoned 
or under torce, ſo as he cannot keep his Wife 
company z It 18 very ſtranze, that ſhe ſhould 

not 


not be a Wife to him that does keep her com- 
pany, and not to him, who neither does nor 
can ; and juſt ſuch another argument, is the 
Drs. from the /ake of Government : But the 
Truth 1s Allegiance, 1s not due to Government, 
nor i$ it for the ſake of Government, but it is 
due and owing to the Perſon of the Prince, by 
the Laws of God and Man ; and therefore fol- 
lows his Perſon, whether in or out of Poſſeſſion. 
But let us put the Argument into the terms of 
the Queſtion, and initead of Government put 
Uſurpation, and then ſee what the Reaſon of 
things prove, and then I think it is plain enough, 
that the Allegiance and Obedience of Subjetis, 
53 not a duty only or at all for the ſake of Uſur- 
pation, nor were they ever intended for the 
eaſe and ſafety of Uſurpation, but the contra- 
ry, What is a duty for the ſake and ſafety of 
the Legal Government, is for the prevention 
and deitruction of Uſurpation: And it is ſome- 
what extraordinary to ſay that was for the ſake 
of Uſurpation, which was deſigned to prevent 
it, 


Vindic. 
P. 56» 


The Dr. proceeds, if I may have 
liberty to diſpute with this Aus 
thor upon his own Principles, I 
defire to know of h1m, whether Al- 
legiance be due to any Prince upon any other 
account, than his being inveſted with God"s 
Authority ? Let him ſay it at the utmoſt peril 
of his Cauſe. Now I confeſs I am not very 
tond of giving up my Cauſe gratzs, except the 
Dr. could give me ſome better reaſons for it ; 

yet becauſe the Dr. threatens, and he in- 
P.65. tinates, that I am no very coo! man, 

and ſo may be apt to be provoked ; 
this I will ſay, and-let him make his beſt of it ; 
That Allegiance is due to the Prince upon the 
account or by the obligation of Humane Law : 
Now this 1s either anocher acconne or the very 
ſame; if another account, then the Drs huffing 
Queſtion means nothing, and there 1s no peril 
in ſaying ſo, it the very fame, then Humane 
Law m this Caſe is God's Authority, and God's 
Authority is derived by Humane Law, and then 
his Arguments mean nothing. And this An» 
ſwers his following Queſtions, How then does 
God inveſt any Prince with his Authority of 
Government, wi*om he does not immediatly no- 
minate 4s in the Kirgdom of Judah ? why tru- 
ly juft as he inveſts a man with a property t9 
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any of his Goods or Eſtate, even by Law and 
Common Right. But ſaith he, ze muſt be e5- 
ther by annexing his Authority to the Legal Of- 
fice, or by placing ſuch a Perſon on the Throne 
'y what means Sr he does it, or by both. 1 
do not know what the Dr. means by Both; the 
controverfie is, when there is a competition be- 
tween Legal Right and Tarpation, and then 
the Queltion 1s, which of theſe are inveſted 
with God's Authority > And then I fay, that 
God annexes his Authority to the Perſon, who 
hath a Right to the Government, and not to 
the Uſurper who hath no Right. And this is 
an anſwer according to my Principles which the 
Dr. pretends to diate upon. But if the Dr. 
had rather have it in his own expreflions, then 
I fay, that God does annex his Authority to 
the Legal Office. And he, whoſe the Legal 
Office rs, has God's Authority, whether he be 
or be not actually poſlefled of that Office ; the 
Office 1s his who hath a Right toic, and the 
Authority is his from God, and no body elſe 
hath either the Authority or the Office, but u- 
trudes upon both, and invades God's Authort- 
ty, as much as he does another mans Office. 
But ſaith he, then zt #5 certain, no Prince can 
have God's Authority, who is not tn Poſſeſſion 
of the Throne, and then no Allegiance can be 
due to him. Now this conſequence lies a great 
way of, and at firſt Gght a man would be apt 
to admire how it ſhould follow from the pre- 
miſſes, for tho it might do pretty well from one 
of the branches, from placing a Perſon on the 
Throne by what means ſoever ; yet how comes 
it to follow from the other, from God's an- 
nexing his Authority to the Legal Office. The 
Propotitions are complex and made up of fe- 
veral parts, and the concluſion is drawn from 
one of them ; for how does it follow, becauſe 
God hath annexed his Authority to the Le 
Office ; therefore no Prince hath his Authority 
who is not in Poſlefſion of the Throne ? is there 
any more an inſeparable connexion between 
the Legal Office of a King, and Poſleflion of 
the Throne, than there 1s between a Legal 
Eltate, and an Illegal Poflefſton of it ? A Legal 
Eſtate is the right owners, whether he be poſ- 
ſefled of it or no, anda Legal Office is his who 
hath a Right to it, and all the Authorities, Pri+ 
rileges,and Preeminencies that are annexed to it 
ae his,whether he aCtually has the office in Pol» 
P ſefliop 
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{fon or not. Property is annexed to Right 
2:10 not to Pol ſalGor 1 and whoſoever hath a 
Right to any thing that thing 1s his, and no b9- 
cies el l(e, and whotocver hath a Right to an Ct- 
fice. the Office is his. ard the excerciſe and ad- 
miniſtration of it, doesnot _ r the Property ; 
Wel!, but the Dr. proves it, 1/7 , ſays he, God's 
Authority be annexed to ls Reg al Office, a 


Prince muſt be mm the at tual adminiſtration of 


the Regal Office and Pater, before he cafhave 
God's Authority, Now this is nothing but the 
old ftory Of Attual Admmiſt ratio over again, 
only it was before ayplied to Xmg and Govern- 
ment, and here it is apply'd to the R-ga! Office. 
Rut the Argument and Anſwer is the fame ; the 
Regal Office is his who hath a Right to it,whe- 
ther he be poſſeſſed of it or no; Ard if God's 
Authority be annexed to the Roga! Office, it 
:$ annex2d ” his Perſun whoſe the Office of 
Right 18, and not to Ins, whoſe it 1 is not ; every 
thi: 18 18 the right owner's, whether it be 1n his 
own Poſleſlion, or injuriouſly kept from him: 
Another man may uſfurp it, but if he does, it 
is nons of his own, tre way have the Pallefſton 
but the Prop: rty is in the right owner. The 
Regal Office is the Kings Property, and he hath 
all the Authority annexed to it, whether he can, 
or cannot actually adminiſter it ; but the Uſure 
per has neither the Office nor the Authorit y, 
and all that he has is an unjuſt admimi(tration, 
and a wronotul Poſſefiion of that which 15 none 
of his own ; and I world fain know which way 
he ſhould have the Authority, when the Office 
ts which the —_— is annexed is none 
of his. But the Doctor yroves ma trom a 
Parallel Caſe, as a man muſt be attually mar - 
"ied before he can have the Aut thority which 
the Dreime Laims 21ve to 4 Hushand, that is 
{© ay, 1 man muſt be a Hutband, before he 


-:1n- have the Authority of a Husban nd ; ripht, 


and ſo a man mult be a King, before he ca; 
have the Authority of a King : So foon as a 
inan 1s married he hath a Right to the Marital 

Authority ; and his Right and Aut hority com- 
mence and end together : The Drs, ſaying At:- 
ally mar: ied is {upertinous, except there haJ 

zen ſome Marriage pwhic , are not atinal, but 
this was put in to compleat the Parallel, and to 

Wi t with the Attnal yy in fraies 6 or the Re- 
pal Ojfice, which notwith{tanding 1s no Parallel 


*< all : there Is * \ Iiken els? betweer, «lA at and 


ſtration of the R 


Atta, and yet not in the Drs. ſenſe neither fop 
attua! with reſpect to the adminiſtration __ 
Regal Office, 1s oppoſed to a Legal Right ; 
anal with reſpect to marriape is }, Ty © 
nothing, only a word put in to make up a {. 
mitt de of ſou! id, but not of ſenſe. Put how. 
ever as to marriave, at q the Aftual Adminte 
gal Ofhce, there is nc ! IK2- 
neſs at all; and if Fthe Dr. would kave mace 
the Cafes Parallel, he ought to have inftanced 
In the anal admin:tr, ion of the Marital 
Office And this would p! atnly have ſkewn the 
weakneſs of his Argument : The Rusband hath 
the Authority annexed to his Perſon, tho he 
does not or cannot actually govern his Wife, 
nay tho another actually governs her ; his Au- 
thority laſts as long as his Right, and the un- 
governableneſs of his Wife on the one hand, or 
impriſonm nt or other nnpediments on the 0. 
ther hand, putting wt n into ſuc! 1 Circumi{tances 
as he cannot actually adminifter this Authority ; 
theſe make no alteration in the Authority, tho 
they ay the execcile and adminittration ; but 
the Authority of a Husb ind remains wit h him 
whether he does or does not, whether he be or 
be not able actually to put it in execution ; 
which ſhews plainly, that the Authority which 
is annexed to any Office, is not likewiſe annex- 
ed to the actual adminitration of it : But he 
who 11as the Right has the Authority too, tho 
he dovsnot or ca:mot, nay tho another does and 
can actually adminiſter it. He that adminiſters 
without an antecedent Right, adminilters like- 
wife without Authority ; and if the actual 
adminitration may be without the Authority, 
then the Authority may be without the ; «tual 
adminiſtration. But faith the Dr. (a 1i-tle after] 
T2 call a Right 
Got Vern ent, is cont rary to the ſenſe of man« 
lund, when they ſpeak of Soveretzn Princes 
methinks the Dr. ſhould have hut lict!  {tomac' , 
to appeal to the ſenſe of mankind, which he (o 
notorioully contradicts: Hts fundamental Do- 
Ctrine concerning Providence and Uſurpation, 
and almoit all the Argumen's t: 0 ſupport the 
ire-contrary to the ſenſe of m2 \nkind, exce; ot 
the Dottrins of John Goodmwmn and his Fellows 
be the ſen/e of mankind, We ll ! let thit be 
as It will let ns hear his Reaſon ; for (ſays he) 
he has the aQual Authority, who 0 attually y adm; 
niſters the Government, and it is aftina! Au 
© 0 
therity 


to the Crown the Authority of 
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thority, which 3s Gods Autharity, not Antha- 
rity in fancy and Idea, for God dres not ove 
Authority to govern without the Power of Go- 
vernment, which is a very fruitleſs and in{i2- 
nificant Authority. IT anſwer, That he who 
attually adminiſters the Government, and has 
no Ripht to it, has no An2hortty at all ; and 
theretore no attual Authority, he hath actual 
Power, but actual Power, and actual Antho- 
rity are two things. And what does he mean 
by Atual Authority ? It he means by 1t real 
Authority, as he ſeems to do by oppoting to 1t 
Authority in far.cy and Idea, then 1 ſay 1t 1s 
aFual, i e. Real Authority which 1s God's Au- 
thority, but I ſay likewiſe, that he that hath 
the Right hath this realAuthority.and he that T'- 
ſurps and hith no Right, hath Authority ornly 4-2 
fancy ani 1dea, for his Authority has no foun 

dation and is built upon nothing ; for whatloe- 
yer ſtands upon force and not Right is Equivo- 
cal Authority and the name 1s abuſed whenſo. 
ever it is fo applied, 'tis the Authority of Lyons 
and B-ar:,of Baunditti and Mo s Troopers.who 
have indeed rea! torce, but the Authority 1s 
Chimera and imagination. And what I pray 1s 
attnil ndmmnaſtration of Government without 
R:g{it. but actual force * But it ſeems accord- 
ivy tc the Pr all Authority that is not reduced 
in'0 ACt no cyerts if felt in DOWET, and for- 
cible adiov 1: ations s authority in fancy and 
Idea, a Tt: witicls and nt Tnfhcant At- 
thority, anc fuch Authority as 1s not God's Au- 
thority,ard God Cues not p v* 1 ; ard what then 
does he think of © Av Fori'y of King Charles 
the Firit after he was i3..yrioned, nay after he 
was cendemned, had hc thcn God's Authoruy 
or not + Dd God's Authority leave him ſo foon 
as the Rebe's had 11d hold of him, or fo ſoon 
as they had condemned him * could they by 
proſperovs viilany, as they had beat his Armies 
fo drive from: him God's Authority too © could 
they by a mo't abominable and curſed ſentence 
degrade him from his Rez al Character, and re- 
teale the SubjeQs from the cuties of Allegiance 
they ow'd to him, ard to God's Authority with 
which he was inveſted * This I ſuppoſe the Dr. 
will not ſay, but then it follows, that Authc- 
rity without Attua! Adminiſiration 14 not Alin 
thority in fancy and Idea ; and that Ged des 
give his Authority to govern without the Power 
of Government (in the Drs. ſenſe) Ard the 
diveſting of Power and actual acmuuutiration 


1s not Civeſting a Prince of God's Author'; 
which remains with his Perſon. and the Caars 
Cter is indelible. I do not know what the Dr 
means by a very frntleſs and intron fecant Aus 
thority, wicked People won!d not obey it. and 
they murder'd the Lord's Ano:ntzd ; and fu 
far indeed it was fruitleſs; but it that be 2 
reaſon of the infignificancy of Anthoricy, "ta 
a Reaſon againſt Gal's Authority too, tor ne? 
ther will they obey him ; but tlz4t ts 19 umpeack- 
ment to God's inmediate Authority, nor yet 
to h's Authority veſted in his V:cegerent. He 
was the Lo: 1s Anornted hilt, and fo remained 
to the laſt minnte of his lite; the Regrerdes had 
the Power of Government, and he had not, 
but that did not transfer God's Anthority from 
him to tem ;3 but he was the fame King, and 
had the {ne Anthority from Gad upon the 
Scaffold as he had upon the Throne 3 trom 
'5 pln enough that Authority 1s nat 
annexed to aCtua! Power or actua! Adminiſtra- 
tion ; wicked People may take away the Power 
ot Gover:ment, but they cannct take away the 
Authority, And this 1s the very fame in all the 
inftances of Authority in the World, the reſpe- 
Etive Powers of Father, Hushand, Maſter, 
may be ſuſpended by the ungovernablenels of 
thoſe under their Power, or by other accidents, 
or they may be exerciſed by other Perſons: But 
the reſpective Authorities all this while are an« 
nexed fo the Righttul! Perſons, and not to the 
Exerciſe or Admmiſtration : No man hath any 
more Authority than he hath Right. and he that 
exerciſes an Authority without Right, makes 
an Authority to himſelf, hut he hath not God's 
Authority. In ail fach Cifes indeed, there is 
rot Power to force and compel, which the Dr 
calls a fruatieſs and mſipnficant Authority ; 
but for all that it is not Authority in fancy and 
Idea, but real and valid; the Authority of a 
Parent (and Paternal Authority is as much 
Ged's Authority as the Regal) does not ceafe 
to be the fame Authority. nor to bind to obe- 
dience, hen he has not Poryer to reſtrain the 
undutitulneſs and rebellion of his Children; and 
if 1t were our own Cafe, we ſhould ſoon diftin- 
guiſh that we had Authority, tho we had not 
Power, ard they were buurd in Conſcience to 
obey us, tho we were not able to make them, 
And here is the ftate of the Cafe, Authority 
binds the Conſcience, and Power can force the 
outward man: And that it frens is yery Gent» 
P 2 hcant, 
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ficant, which can hurt, imprifon -or fine us, 
"but it is 4 very frurtleſs and 1mſgnificant Au- 
thority, which only obliges in Conſcience. 

The Dr. proceeds to conlider the 
Parallel cafe I had inſtanced in (13- 
Heb. 17.) The Apoſile exhorts to 
obey them, that have Rule over you 
meaning the Miniſters of the Goſpel : Now the 
Apoſtle makes no diſtinion between lawful 
Miniſters and Intruders, and yet we muſt un- 
derſtand it of lawful Miniſters. 

He anſwers, Bur theſe Caſes are by no 
means Parallel ; For the Author to the He- 
brews had no Reaſon to make any ſuch diſtin- 
&:on, which yet was neceſſary for $t, Paul to 
have done, had he intended hy Precept ſhould 
be underſtood only of lawful Powers; his proof 
is, The Apoſtle to the Hebrews knew who had 
the Rule over them at that time, that they 
were lawful Miniſters, and he exhorts the He- 
brews to obey them, and had he added ſuch a 
diſtinAion, it would have inſinuated, that he 
hnew ſome among them who were not lawful 
Miniſters, and ſuch a ſuggeſtion without nam- 
inz the Perſons, would have made them jealous 
of them all, and ſpoiled his Exhortation of 
obeying them. 

To this I anſwer, r. The Drs. Reaſon 
is abſurd. 2. The ground of it is impros 
bable. 

' 1. His Reaſon is abſurd, and that 18, Had he 
added ſuch a diſtinQion, it would have inſi- 
nuated he knew ſome among them not lawful 
Miniſters, and without naming them, would 
have made them jealons of them all, and fþo'l- 
ed his exhortation of obeying them. A mighty 
ground of ſealouſie indeed | I ſuppoſe for ſome 

of the Drs. Reaſons, becauſe of the 
Caſe of difficulty of examining of Titles,and 


Vindic. 
P: 37- 


Alleg, carrying men into the dark Laby- 
p. 19.2, rinths of Law and _—_— (which 1s 
one of the Drs. weighty Reaſons for 


ſibmiſſion to actual Government and Uſurpa- 
tion :) And was it ſo hard a matter for them in 
thoſe days to know who were, and who were 
not their lawful Miniſters, who were, and who 
were not ſent, and conſtituted by the Apoſtles ? 
and methinks it 1s a pretty odd reaſon, it the 
Apoſtte had named /arfu! Rulers, it ſhould 
make them ſuſpicious of their /awfu! Rulers ; 
it might have put them upon inquiry where 
there was doubt, and there 13 ao harm, but a 


great deal of reaſon in that, but it would have 
ecured and confirmed their obedience where 
there was no doubt : The Dr. tells us, the He- 
brews knew whom St. Paul meant by theſe who 
had the Rule over them, and $t. Paul knew they 
were ſuch as ought to be obeyed. Well ! did 
the Hebrews know St. Paul meant them as 
lamful or as aual Miniſters, if as lawful Mis 
niſters the Drs. reaſon of jealouſie is a trifle, for 
then it had been the ſame thing, whether he 
had or had not expreſly named it, for it is im- 


' plied, and that is all one with naming it, and 


then the adding ſuch a diſtinction in expreſs 
terms imports no ſuch infinuation as the Dr. 
ſuggeſts (which I think is plainly the Caſe) : If 


only as aFual Miniſters, then T doubt by vir- . 


tue of this precept, they were to ſubmit to a 
Miniſter de few, tho not de jure, for if there 
was danger in naming /awfu! Miniſters, let 
they ſhould be jealous of their a4ual Miniſters, 
that Reaſon extends to all a#ual Miniſters ; 
and ſo there is a fair gap opened for Uſurpers, 
Hereticks,and Apoſtates and they, it they could 
perſwade the People to own them, might claim 
the benefit, and be within the intention of this 
Precept ; for it ſeems /awful was not to be 
named, leſt it ſhould make them jealow,which 
had indeed been a ſure way to prevent their jea- 
louſie, but not their being ſeduced,which ſeems 
to be the main end of the Apoſtle in this Pre- 
cept. But this is more abſurd ſtill, if this Pre- 
cept he conſidered as a ſtanding and perpetual 
Rule for all Ages of the Church : Do all Peo- 
ple know whom the Apoltle meant, as well 
as the Hebrews ? and did St. Pau! know that 
all that bear ſpiritual Rule ought to be obeyed? 
Maſt not lawful be named leſt it ſhould be 
infinuated, ſome are not lawful Miniſters or 
leſt any Body ſhould be jealous of their Pa- 
ſtors ? This is inconſiſtent with the Apoſtles 
own Cautions, to beware of Dozs and to avoid 
Hereticks, and with all experience. And I 
ſuppoſe the Dr. will not deny hut that it had 
been better for them, and for Religion, if fome 
People had been jealous of their Paſtors: And 
the truth is (as the World goes) a little jealou- 
fie does well, and there is no great Reaſon to 
take every min for a Miniſter within this Pre- 
cept, who calls himſelf fo, and af#ually Rules ; 
and this Precept is no Caution againſt jealoutie ; 
and in other places St. Pau! directly alviſes it. 
So that if the Dr, was any Reaſon with reſpect 

to 
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to the Hebrews, it is none with reſpect to the 
reſt of the World, except the Dr, can think 
there never was, nor never can be any actual 
Miniſters but who were lawful ones and ought 
to be obeyed : And the Dr. himſelf tells us, to 
juſtifie his expoſition of the 13 to the Romans 
in the next Page upon the account of actual 
Government, with reſpett to the reſt of the 
World, he ought to have made this diſt inftion 
in expreſs words if he intended any diſtin&ion 

ould have been made ; and I conceive the E- 
piltle to the Hebrews, is of as general direction 
as the Epiſtle to the Romans. 

2. The Ground of the D:s. Reaſon is impro- 
bable ; and that is that there were no falſe 
Teachers among the Hebrews ; that there were 
Seducers and Hereticks before the time of the 
writing this Epiſtle (which is generally conclu- 
ded ta be the laſt but one of St. Pa#/s Epiltles) 
is evident from all the Reſt of the Epiſtles,and 
that Fudea among all the Plantations of Chri- 
ſtianity, ſhould be the only Climate without 
them, is not very accountable. The Apoſtle in 
this Chapter cautions againſt ſeducement. (Heb. 
13.9.) Be not carry'd about with divers and 
ſtrange DoArines. And theſe I ſuppoſe were 
not the Dodtrines of their Lawful Miniſters, 
whoſe Faith he adviſes them to follow (v. 7. 
as well as to ſubmit to them (v. 17.) And to 
apply this to the Drs. reaſon, I wonder why the 
diltin&tion of ſtrange DoArimes, ſhould not 
make the Hebrews jealous of all tne Doctrines 
their Miniſters taught them, as well as the di- 
ſtinction of lawful Miniſters ſhould make them 
jealous of all their Miniſters, Reaſons ſure are 
very ſcarce when ſuch things as theſe are given 
for Reaſons; but ſomething mult be ſaid, and 
it is great pity the Dr. ſhould be preſſed with 
an Argument and have rothing to ſay to it. 

Bue (fays he) Sr. Paul gives a general 
charge to be SubjeR to the higher Powers ard 
generally affirms, that all Power # of God; 
and therefore, if he had not intended that we 
ſhould underſiand this, as umverſally as he 
expreſſes it, of all powers however they came 
by their Power, he ſpoul4 have limited 1t to 
Legal and Rightful Powers : Very well | and 
1 pray is not the charge to the Hebrews as ge- 
neral as that to the Komans ? it 13 not (aid in- 
deed obey all thers that have rule over you ; 
but it is expreſled wdcfinitely (which 1s equt- 


pollent to an univerſal) and in conſtru tion it 
1s to be unler{tood univerſally, and means the 
ſame, as it it had been expreily ſaid 4.1 them 
that Rule. And it it did not. the Drs. Reaſon 
would be yet more pleaſant, for if by chem 
that have Kiite over you, may be meant ſome 
and not a/! of them that have Riile, then the 
Apoltle did more than mſinuate that ho knew 
ſome amon? them that were not lawfui Mins- 
fters, and without naming the Perſons, ſuch a 
ſuggeſtion would have made them jca ous of 
them all, and ſpoiled his exhortation of obcy- 
ing them; So that it for nothing elſe, tor the 
fake of his own Reaſon, he mu!t He {o:ced to 
admit, that it is to be underitood in an univerſal 
ſenſe. There is but one thing more, and that 
1s St. Paul generally affirms that all Power us 
of God, = is not all Spirituil Power of God 
as well as Secular ? That the Dr. will not deny : 
Now we mult remember the Dr. tells us, :-2/c 
caſes are by no means Parallet: And yet when 
he comes to (tate the Caſe of the 13-to the Ro 
mans, he has not made the leaſt title of difie- 
rence. All Secular, and all Spiritual Power is 
of God, the charge m both is general, and the 
Precepts require to obty al! them that Ru'e in 
one Caſe as well as the other 3 and if thefe Caſes 
be not Paralie/ with refpet to the preſent con- 
troverſie, no man living knows what a Para!» 
lel is. For what are the Drs. Reiſons for bs 
Caſe ? why the General charge, the univerſali- 
ty of expretſion, the want of expreſs /umita- 
tion, and here they are all, and in a Cafe of 
obedience to Rulers allo. And as an additien 
to the Parallel, we may cat in the Drs. Princi- 
ple and Argument from Providence, which e- 
1ally fits a Provadentia! Paſtor, as a Previs 
; King ; and therefore there is the ſame 
Reaſon to under{tand both precepts with the 
ſame hmitation, and by al! Rulers and all 
Powers we are to underitand all Lamfiul Riulers 
and all Lawfu! Powers, and as an T/urper in 
the C/rch, 1s no Biſhop, nor Prieſt, nar 
Churci: Ruler, withirthe intention of ch4s Pre- 
cept, tho he attuaily Rules; fo neither is an 
Uſurper wm the State a King, nor the Higher 
Powers within the intention of Trat Precept 
tho he attually governs. 
L added, * The Drs. Reaſon is apainſt him, 
* there has ever been a diftinCtion 14 the World 
* between Legal and Uſurped Puwcrs, and'tis 
7 pre ba* 
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| * ral x 

know it, and new allo that the Pharilees madat 

bjeRtion ag 4in/! their ſubmiſſion to the 

Romans. and jor that reaſon he aijerms trat 
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ſb; -8 to the Higher Powers, witi2ut any ate 

{ #146 which-he would not have done. it any 


» 


eHICTECNI 
c ſti C1007 eught f0 have been maae. ven he 
hs ew the di\pute was about the Romans whom 
they locked upon as Uſurpers over Tirael, who 
were God's pecultar People and Þ; DEritdavice. 
Now I doubt not. but the Phariſees as well 
as other People did diltinguiſa between - Leg al 
and Ufurped Perbers, ard there was no fault in 
that; I doub: not jikewile but they as well as 
the reſt of the World, did think that Allegtance 
was not due to Ufurped Powers, and that was 
not their tau!c neither ; but their fault was that 
they thought as the Dr. does, that the Kemuns 
were Uſurped Powers, zs the Dr. rightly, emey 
lroked upn the Romans as TViurpers over ira- 
el, when in truth they were thetr /a;wfu! Magl- 
ſtrates, and the Convocation expreliy 
affirms they were ſo But trom wheace 
does the Dr. colleCt.th.itthe Apo'tle had 
an eye tothis opinion of thePhari/ees as he liates 
it 2 The Epitile was written to the Converts at 
Rome, amongtt whom as there were teveral 
Temrs, io there were a great miny Gentzi/es,and 
of thoſe Fews 'tis probable there were not ma- 
ny, if any at all of the Phariſees, who (ac- 
cording to the account we have of them in the 
G:ſpel and other Hiſtor1es) were of all the / ers 
the moſt obllinate againſt Chrilttanity and im- 
placible ehemies to 1t ; now the Dr. ini1mates, 
that this opinion of the Phariſees was fingular 
and pecal:ar to them only. And it does not 
ſcem reaſonable that St Paul ſhould obviate 
an objection, which peri-aps not one of them 
mz:de to whom he wrot, and for whom he in- 
tended the Uirettion of this Precept; and zs$ 
he. Dr. intimates no body elſe made 1t beſices 
the Phariſees,and who wou'd pive as hittle heed 
to St. Paul. as they did to Cori.cuanity 1t ſelf. 
And I Lelieve another and more conremtent 


P.82. 


reaſon may be aTtgr'd, the Cliriftian Converts 
either then aCtually were, or in a ſhort time 
would be. in a ſtate of Perſecution from the 
Heathen Emperors, and this might tempt ther 
to undue behaviour towards their lawiul Go- 
vernours: The Pleas of Liberty, Religion and 
the zHega! and wmanthoritative acts of Kings 
were z$ plauſible then, as they have been ſince, 
and I believe any man that imparttally conſiders 
the ſcope and tentency of this precept,will find, 
that the end of it was to preſs the neceſiity of 
obedience, and to ſhew the wickedneſs and dan- 
ger of Reli{tance in any cate, and not to anſwer 
an objection of the Phariſ-cs, which in all pro. 
bability was foreign, and not at all concerned 
the Roman Fews and Gentiles, who 


had embraced Chriſtianity ; and truly Caſe of 
juit ſo the Dr. himſelf interprets it, Reſiſt, 
and never 'till now {to ſerve a good ch. 4. 


purpoſe) thought that it had any ref- 
pect to the Phariſees or their objections. And 
to this I add, that if the Apoſtle had intended 
to obviate this objection of the Phariſees it 
ſeems rea{onable, and as I ſaid, *T# probable he 
would have enjoyn'd obedience to Uſurped Pows 
ers in expreſs terms, and this would have ef- 
tectually anfavered the objection, and there 
would have been no avoiding it ; but as tis now 
exprefled 'tis matter of diſpute, and the Phart. 
ſees might have been of the ſame mind with the 
Dr heretoiore,and thought St. Pau! only meant 
it of Legal P wers;z and had that been the 
Ap-ſtles end there cannot ealily be given a Rea- 
ſon why he did not roundly exprefsit > There 
would have been no danger rom the Govern- 
ment, as the Dr. knows by experience, who 
puts the Queſtion of Tr ped Powers, and 
writes a Book upon it;and the objection would 
have been plainly an'wered, and the Subjects 
might without hefitancy re! ſatisfed upon it: 
But if we may believe the Dr. the Caſe had not 
been the ſame, 1t ke had expreſly named Laws 
ful Powers, tho he had intended it, for that 
wonu'd have infinuated, that he hr.ew ſome 
who were uot lairful Powers, and ſuch a fuge 
gefterom without namirg them wenld |,.ve made 
the Pe'p.e jca.ons of iteir Goont, 1415, and 
ſpoiled t18 exhortation of cbey,rgt 1.5 and 
ſo it the Dr. ple:fe he hath giver us + Reaſon 
wiiy St, P.w/ (hould not name Lowtu Powers 
had he meat them, But why he ſhuu'd not 
name 


name T/urped Powers, had he latended tlie, 
T2e hath given no Realon, 


But the Dr. adds, Tho there was a diſt mtion 
between Legal and Uſurped Powers, there was 
no diſtinition mace mm point of obedtence rg 
them, but on'y by the Phariſees; and there 
with reſpett to the reſt of the World, 
o1pht to have made this diſtinttion in expre/: 
words, if he mtended any diſtinttion [120% 
have been made. 


Now as tothe Phars/ees, I ſurpole the Dr, 
hath enough already, and to ſhorten the Di- 
ſpute, I will grant him, chat zf rbere was 3:6 
diſtinftion with reſpert to the re/t of the warid, 
between Legal and Uſurped Powers, m point of 
obedience tothem , then it was reaſonable for 
St. Paul, to have expreſſed [awful powers, had 
he intended by this Precept to have enjoyn'd 
obedience only to them. But then 1t follows, 
# there was always /uch a diftincrion, then 
there 1s the ſame reaſon that he ought to hive 
exprels'd U/urped Powers , had he intended to 
enjoin obedience to them. Now I had urg'd 
him over and over, to ſhew me any one ap- 
proved Author, who had atierce!}, that Tyrannms; 
fine Titrilo , The Caſe of his Book , and the 
Cate now before us, was any liwjul or ary 
true Government ; and the tame I had put t5 
him with reſpect to the Text in hand : and at- 
ter all, he names but two, Mr. Calvin .and 
Gr-::45, Ons againit whom there 1s putt ex- 
ception 3 ard the otiter 1s directly againt 
him : And alter fuch a ilender proof, 
ptorily to (ay, that al, tre w 
Pharttees, make no 1/t1ttion with reſpect 
ovedzence , between Legal and Uſjirped Pom 
ers, looks as 1t he depended more upot 
dent aflertiovs, than clear proo's. Let hm 
prove this it he can, by induction ot partica- 
lars; the World is wide enoug!, ang men hve 
not been mice in giving ther judginen's in this 
particuiar. The Queition 15 handle 
all the Civ? Lam 2; Moralrits, amd Caſunts 
extant; and I will joyn itlhus wrt | 
when he pleaſe : but to invert a nzw Scnoe 
of Government, anc without ay proof, 0 fe- 
ther 1t upon all the world, 18 o Lifts 100 tu 
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and which 1tmnx. has no need to be 
lu many times over; to be Event Witt me, ke 
tells me, The truth s, ov Author 

wrates at that rate, that it is to be Vindic 
feared, ſome perple will ſuſpect, that 


be ds not b-/teve a Providence, or 
does 10* tunter/tand it, or has a mird to vy'. 
Aicttie 1t, Theie are hard words — the {1 


could but prove them © Bat this is the lea't in 
Ins thoug1's. Way did not be produce any 
one Do: trine, or 0:0 Expretiion of mine that 
tended that way 2 There 1s one {mall reaſon 
tor it ; I have notiune 
(0 iay t 1 practice, let 
the Dr te bimielt abt that, as well as 
he ci But when he is fo hard put to It fa 
diicharge lus account of Provience from j11- 
ttitying an unreaſmable and 1mproes Do trine, 
when be hath not anſwer'd «ny one of my Ar- 
gunen's, nor fo much as ofter'd at them, (as 
we fill fee preſently} in the very ſane ciſe 
to tall a recriminating, and crying out of d:/< 
bertevs::9 and riding Providence, 1s a ſtrain 
of B:i//gate Logitk, and nothing ejfe but 
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ſuſpett alſo what 1 wou!d anſwer. And then 
| do not know, how far 2 previous {uſpition, 
may juititic the charge of a tuture-fact : or 
becauſe the Dr. fulpected, tht 1 would give an 
E 9:curear, Ignorant, or Athenttical Antwer ; 
therefore to fave further trouble, and to di- 
{11atch the brtine(s all at orice, (ae might charge 
re with not underftanding, or vidicaling Pro- 
v'dence, by way Of anticipation. He goes on, 
it He does ( God makes Kirps in England ) 
( which I hope our Author wall grant, or be 
rornm ces the fure Divino with a witneſs ) 
and is that ſuch a bufinels * Why may not a 
man renounce the Fure Divno, 

Pref. to Caſe as well as Lega! Potrers, if there 
of Alleg. be occation, # any man forbid 
to grow wiſer , and to a'ter by 

mind when he (ces good reaſon for xt 2 Me- 
thinks he m'ght let renouncing alone : but if 
God does makes Kings in England, bow does be 
make them, he ſends no Prophets among us to 
anoint Ki gs ? But tofſave him the trouble of 
ary more Gveſti ns, I anſwer, tho God ſends 
no Prophets, he ſends Laws among us, to tell 
us, whom he hath appointed to reign over us. 
God doth not govern mankind like Beaſts in a 
Deſert, where every thing is Prey and Polleflion, 
but by the Rules of Society, which confine 
and determine Property , and fix the bounds 
of it : Ard it world be a wiſe Queſtion t6 
atk, How does God make a man a Right Poſ- 
ſeſſor of an Eſtate in England 2? He Coes it by 
kis Pioviderce, but it 18 according to Laws : 
How did God make Kings in Fudah, after he 
had entayi'd the Crown * why he made them 
by his Provicence, but it was according to that 
entail ; and lo in other Kingdoms God makes 
Kings, and private Proprietors by his Provi- 
dence, but it is according to the ſtandards of 
Right and Jultice , that are fix'd and ſetled 
among men, and autboriz'd and confirm'd by 
God himſelf, and by the expreſs declarations of 
his will : And whatſoever exceeds. and is con- 
trary to theſe, is Invaſion and Wrong , Rob- 
bery and Rapine, expreſly diſallow'd, and for- 
hid by God himſelt. And to ſay God gives by 
his Providence, what he forbids by his Revealed 
Will, is an Impious DoCtrire, and juſtifies my 
charge againſt the Drs. interpretation , that t 
makes Providence a Kule of Practice, againſt 


Right and Juſtice. And a man may as well 
ſay, that God gave to Adam and Eve the for- 
bidden fruit, tho he forbid them upon pain of 
Death, to eat of it , becauſe all Events are by 
Providence ; and they were permitted by Pro- 
vidence to take it. 

And this anſwers what follows : Suppoſe,fays 
he,a Prince aſcends the Throne,by the 
moſt unjuſt force and unzodly art s,tmho P. 59, 
places ſuch a Prince on the Throne, uf 
God dow: > Our Author according to his 
Principles muſt anſwer, that by God's permi/- 
ſion he uſurps the Throne but is nv King, much 
leſs a King of God's making ; well, let him 
call him what he pleaſe, it ſeems a Prince 


may aſcend the Throne , and govern a King« . 


dom for many years , without God's Authorts 
ty ; and then I deſire to know , whether God 
rules inſuch a Kingdom , while an Uſurper 
fills the Throne : 1 fay yes, God does gavern 
by his Providence , but not by communicating 
his Authority to the Uſurper. And what does 
the Dr. think of thoſe times of Uſurpation in 
this Kingdom between 48 and 60? Did God 
govern in the Kingdom of England all thoſe 
I2 years or not ? And therefore what he ſays, 
for indeed mill any man ſay, that God governs 
ſuch a Kingdom, as ts not govern'd by hu Au« 
thority or Miniſter ? is perfect fallacy by his 
own Principles ; for he himfelf faysit: and I 
ask him, had the Kump or Cromwell God's 
Authority or not ? If they had, then four or 
five Leaves of his Book, and his account of their 
rot being ſettled, and all that he ſays on that 
Head, 1s meer trifle, and contradicts what he 
ſays here: For it they had God's Authority, 
they ought to be obey'd, and no pretences of 
Loyalty could excuſe it. But if not, then God 
may govern a Kingdom , when thoſe perſons, 
who aCtually govern for many years, have not 
his Authority ; nor yet are his Miniſters (other. 
wile than as the Devil and wicked men are Mi- 
nilters to execute the defigns of his Providence, 
but not as deriving ary Authority from him : 
or thereby claiming any Right by vertue of 
their Actual or Providential Government. } 
And thus lis following Queition is anſwer'd, 
Does Providence and Government ſignfie 
only hu permiſſion? that Gad losks on , and 
ſees men ſnatch at Crowns, and take them 

and 


or 
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and keep them, and exerciſe an Authority, 
which he who 15 univerſal Lord of the world 
never gave them? Now here is a large com- 
pals, and it the Drs. Argument fignthed any 
thing , 1t would prove, that all the Sinful 
Events that ever were, or ſhall be in the world, 
have God's Authority reſpectively annex'd to 
them : for if it does follow, that becauſe Provi- 
dence and Government do not ſynifie permiſ- 
ſion, that becauſe God does not meerly look on 
the affairs of the world, therefore whatever 
Aut borities and Powers men ſnatch, and ex- 
erciſe , and keep, God who is the univerſal 
Lord of the World, gives them. Then it 
plainly follows, that whatever Powers men 
have, and whatever Poſſefſions or Goods they 
ſnatch or keep , tho never ſo unjuſtly, they 
are all the Gifts of God, and there is a Right 
and Property in them deriv'd from the Univer- 
ſal Lord of the World. But to our Inſtance 
And then the Rump and Cromwell , and the 
High Court of Fuſtice, exercis'd God's Autho- 
rity, and Charles the Firlt was murder'd, and 
his Son rob'd of his Crown by God's Autho- 
rity : For Providence and Government ſigni- 
fied the ſame in thoſe days as they do now. And 
I wonder what the peoples conſent ſignifies 
according to this DoCtrine 2 Does Provedence 
and Government ſignifie permiſſion, when the 
p:ople do not conlent, but not when they do ? 
Does God look on, and ſee men ſnatch at 
Crowns, and take them, and keep"them, and 
exerciſe an Author ty, which he never gave 
them, when there is no conſent in Parliament, 
but otherwiſe when there is 2 One of theſe, 
the Dr. mult forſake , and I believe he had 
better (tick to the Authority of the Regreides 
and Cromwell , tor then his Principles will be 
conliltent, and all of a piece, whereas now 
they agree like fire and water, and perpetually 
Claſh and contradict each other, 


Here the Dr. ſtarts an Objection, that to ſay 
that proſperous Uſurpers are placed in the 
Throne by God, and have his Authority, #5 to 
make God a party to their wickedneſs. And 
thus he anſwers , This ss another Argument, 
not meerly againſt God's making Kings, but 
8n general againſt God's Providence and Go» 
vernment : for if God cannot diret} and overe 


rule ghe wickedneſs of men to accompliſh his 
own wiſe Counſels and Purpoſes, withou: being 
the Author of thoſe ſins, whereby ſuch events 
are brought to paſs, there 1s an end of the 
Providence of God , or 'of his Holmeſs or 
Juſtice. And then he takes abundance of 
pains to prove, that Gad can over-rule the am- 
bition of Princes, and the fattion and Rebel- 
lion of Subjefts ; that if he can permit the 
wickedneſs of men , without being guilty of 
their fins, To direftt and overerule therr 
wickedneſs to wiſe purpoſes, can be no blemiiſh 
to Providence : And who denys this ? But 
what is all this to the purpoſe ? Is there no dit- 
ference between over-rulzng wickedneſs , and 
giving Authority to it ? Is it the ſame thing to 
over=rule the Ambition of Princes, and Rebet- 
lion of Subjets to wiſe ends, and to Crown 
them with the Highelt Priviledges and Prero- 
gatives, to ſtamp a Divine Character on them, 
and to command all men to Obedience and 
Reverence. God can, and does over-rule the 
wickedneſs of men, to accompliſh the wiſe ad 
juſt deſigns of his Providence ; but 1s that any 
argument, that a wicked poſſeſſion, is a Divine 
Right, and a Patent from Heaven, when a man 
is ſpoyl'd of his Goods or Eſtate , by the molt 
wicked and unjuſt means, God may over-rule 
that wickedneſs, to chaſtiſe and correct the 
Right Owner for his Sins, or to cure - his Do» 
tages and Carnal AﬀeCtions , or to improve his 
Patience and Vertues. But does this create a 
Right and Property in the Cheat or Robber ? 
In the Preſent Cate, God may over-rule the 
wickedneſs of Uſurpation , to chaſtifſe the Sins 
of a Prince or People, or to try the conſtancy 
and fidelity of men to their Principles, or tor 
other wiſe ends 3 But is this a proof, that an 
Uſurper is Fure Divino? To over-rule wick- 
edneſs, and to transfer a Right to it, are two 
very different things. The Dr. inſtances in the 
Crucifixion of our Saviour, which was the moſt 
glorious deſign of God's Providence, and was 
accompliſh'd by very wicked means, and which 
were over-ruled by God, to ferve that glorious 
end ; but that did not give any Authorzry to 
Judas to betray aim , nor yet convey any Di- 
vine Right to the Thirty Pieces , which he re« 
cciy'd as the Reward of his Treacherys 


Q. Ard 
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| And therefore the Dr. hath not put the Ob- 
jection right witl; reference to the diſpute be- 
tween us; and it ought to have been this, 
That to entitle a wicked Uſurpation to God's 
Authority, and a Divine Right, is to make 
Ged a Party to their wickedneſs. And then 
i would fain ſee, how this comes to be an ar- 
gument againſt God's Providence in general ? 
For what tho God can and does dire and 
over-rule the wickedneſs of men to accompliſt? 
his own wiſe counſels and purpoſes , without 
being the Author of thoſe ſins whereby ſuch 
events are brought to paſs * How Ipray does 
this deny any thing of God's direting and 
over-ruling wickedneſs? Is it all one to dirett 
and over-rule wickedneſs to wiſe Counſels ard 
purpoſes , and to give authority to it'? To 
pive authority to wickedneſs, is to own and 
authorize it, to put upon it his own zmage and 
ſuperſcription : And to aſcribe this to God, 1s 
to make him a party toit, if it be poſſible to 
know what that word means. And therefore 
what follows is quite beſide the purpoſe : 

The Dr. ſuppoſes no man will deny, 
P. &o. but God may give the Kingdoms of 
the World to whom he pleat end ull 
elown one Prince, and ſet up another without 
3njuſtice; and then tells us, the only diſpute 
can be about God's bringing ſuch events to paſs 
by the wickedneſs of men, and what hurt us 
#here in this, if God can ſo over-rule the 
ambition of Princes, or the fatiion and re- 
bellion of SubjeAs, as to do that in purſiut of 
their own luſts which God for wiſe and holy 
reaſons, thinks fit to have done. Why truly 
I know no hart in all this; only it 1s not at 
all to the purpoſe; till the Dr. will pleaſe to 
fhew us, how over-rulinz comes to lignitie 
giving Authority, He ſuppoſes again, an 
Ambitions Prince, which God may permit to 
ravage, and depopulate, and ſubdue King- 
doms ; and then asks, Which moſt becomes 
the Divine Wi{dom to ſuffer ſuch men , when 
they pleaſe to overturn Kingdoms , and to 
bring horrible- deſolations on the World, only 
zo gratifie their own luſts, or to give the 
Rems, and proſperous ſucceſs to them, when 
he ſees fit. ro new model the World, &c. and 
then adds, I am ſure, this much more be- 


comes the Wiſdom and Juſtice of Providence, 
than a bare permiſſion of ſuch violence, wit 1+ 
out any farther deſign, which does not be- 
come the wiſe Governor of the World, Not 
to meddle with thoſe bold expreſſions , what 
does, or what does not become the wiſe Go- 
vernor of the World, 1am ſure, it becomes 
us to ſpeak a little more modeſtly. And 
ſuppoſe God hath ſome farther deſign, in 
permitting ſuch Violences and Defolations , 
than barely permitting them , does it follow 
therefore, that he gives his Authority to thoſe 
Violences and Deſolations? The Drs.Inference is, 
And if God may permit ſuch wickedneſs 
and violence, without being a Party to thetr 
wickedneſs, much more may he overerule their 
wickedneſs for wiſe ends, and make them 
Executioners of his Fuſtzce, in puniſhing a 
wicked Age, and transferring Kingdoms, that 
is to ſay, As God by permitting the wicked- 
neſs of men, is not a party to their wicked- 
neſs; ſo neither is he by overeruling it. Right ! 
But where is the Conſequence , and therefore 
the entitling Uſurpation to his Authority, is 
not making him a Party to their wickednels ; 
he adds indeed, And then why may not God 
give them thoſe Kingdoms he hath over« 
turned by them? This is the only Point , 
and it is dwindled into a Queſtion: And the 
very Queſtion deſtroys all that is ſaid before. 
God may give them thofe Kingdoms if he 
pleaſe : But then if he does, this is not over- 
ruling wickedneſs, but conferring a juſt Title ; 
and God indeed 1s not a Party to their wicked- 
neſs, becauſe they are Righteous Poſſeſfors. 
But then we are never the nearer to ſati(- 
faction : The Queſtion till returns, Is Pro- 
dence, in oppoſition to common Right, ſuch 
a Gift 2 So that all this while, we are but 
where we were. The Dr. gives a Reaſon, For 
Iu pee it 8; 44 agreeable to the Sovereignty, 
wil om and Juſtice of God, to give a King- 
dom to a Violent Uſurper , as to ſuffer a 
Wicked, Inmpious and Tyrannecal Prijice to 
aſcend the Throne with a Legal Title, which, 
ſays he, God often does. Now here are two 
things to be obſerv'd. 


1. God may give a Kingdom to an Ulſurper, 
if he pleaſe, as well as he did to Fehr ; but 
then 
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then when he hath given it him, ſuch Gift 


. extinguiſhes his Uſurpation, and he juſtly and 


honeltly poſſeſſes  ; and whatever wickedneſs 
he might be guilty of before , it 1s none to 
wear that Crown which G-d gives him. So 
that indeed in ſuch a Caſe God 1s wot a Party 
to their wickedneſs ; but the Reaſon 18 not, be- 
cauſe. God permits wickedneſs with a farther 
defign, or becaufe he over-r:.les it, to accom- 

Þ his own wiſe ends ; but becaule it is not 


lf 
Wickednefs and Injultice, 


2. What the Dr. brings for a Parallel, con- 
futes him. God may permit an Impious and 
Tyrannical Prince to aſcend the Throne , and 
he may likewiſe permit him to ravage and 
depopulate, with a farther deſign to over-rule 
them to accompliſh his own holy and juſt 
purpoſes, But then this does not give God's 
Authority, to his Improus and Tyramucal Atts. 
And I would fain ſee a good reaſon, why 
God's having a farther deſign in permit ting 
wickedneſs, and over-ruling it, gives his Au- 
thority to V/urpatzon, any more than 1t does 
to Tyranny ? 


And the truth is, the Drs. account here 
furniſheth us with admirable meaſures of Ju- 
ſtice and Righteouſneſs 3 and let us tranllate 
this Doctrine to other matters of Providence 
beſides Government, and ſee then how it looks ; 
and this we may dv by the Drs. allowance : 
for he tells us, it is an argument _not only 
againſt God's making Kings but aglinſt Pro- 
vaden.ce in general, And thereiore I ſuppoſe, 
no man will deny , but God may. give the 
goods of this wozld to whom he pleaſe , he 
may take them from one, and give them 
to another without injuſtice, the on'y diſpute 
can be about God's bringing this to paſs by 
the wickedneſs of men ; and what hurt 1s 
there in this , if God can over-rule the vioz 
lence and rapine of men, as to do that in 
purſut of ther own luſts, which God for wiſe 
and holy reaſons thinks fit «to hawg done : 
ſuppoſe a wicked and cunning man, ,ſpurr'd 
on by covetouſneſs, whom God may permit 
by fraud and violence to wzong andopp:eſs 
all his nctghbo2s, I a1k any man, which moſt 
becomes the Diyine Wiſdom, to ſuffer ſuch 


men, then they pleaſe, to ſpoil their neigh- 
bozs, only to gratifie their own luſts, or t0 
give them ſucceſs when he ſees fit to chaſti7e 
and juniſh ſach perſons in thetr goods oz 
cltates. 1 am ſure this much more becomes 
the Wiſdom and Fuſtice of Providence, than 4 
bare perm: ſſion of ſuch violence, without any 
Farther deſign. And if God may permat ſuch 
wickedneſs, without being a party to it, much 
more may he over-rule it for wiſe ends, and 
make them the Executioners of bis Fuſlice, 
in pumſhing wicked people. And then why 
may not God give them thoſe Goods oz T= 
ſtates, which he hath taken away by them 2 
For I ſuppoſe, it is as agreeable to the Sove- 
reignty, Wiſdom and Fuſtice of God, to give 
ſuch Hoods oz Eſtates to 4 vio/ene Robber 
02 Dpp:cſioz, as to /uffer a Legal Pzopriez 
toz to riot and revel, to ſpend them upor 
his Luſts and Uices, oz to make them 
Inſtruments of Injury and Sy And is 
not this pure Doctrine , and admirably ſuited 
for the advancement of Righteouſneſs 2 And 
it 1s notwithitanding the true ſtate of the 
Drs. Argumerits here 3 for ſuch reaſonings 
extend equally to all Cafes of Providence , 
to the Caſe of private property, as well as 
to that of Crowns and Scepters : And the 
whole <cheme is as applicable to one Caſe as 
well as the other. The Dr. tells me 

upon another occalion , which I here P. 51. 
return him, he may if he pleaſe, call 

this giving account of Providence, but I 
doubt every bady elſe will give it ſome other 
name; and I hope he himſelf , upon ſecond 
thoughts, will be aſham'd of it, 


The Dr. repeats my charge again his inter 
pretation again, That at juſtifies 
an unreaſonable and wicked do= Vindic.p.51. 
erine, by making the Aits or 
permiſſions of Providence, a Rule for pratiice 
againſt Rizht and Fuſtice : and ſays, as for 
Kizhe and Fuſtice , it has been conjider'd al- 
ready ; let us now conſider, how far the Provi- 
dence of God may be the Rule for praftice. 


It is mdeed (faith he) an impious Dofirine 
to juſtifie every aftion , and every cauſe which 
has ſucceſs ; God many times proſpers very 

Qz evil 
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evil deſionsr, when he can ſerve any good end 
by them ; and therefore to meaſure the good 
or evil of things, by external ſucceſs, to con- 
elude, that it is God's Cauſe which the Provi- 
dence of God proſpers, confounds the daffe- 
rences of Good and Ewvil, and deſtroys all the 
ſtanding Rules of Right and Fuſtice., Now 
the Drs. Hypotheſis 18 this very ſame 1mpious 
Do&rine. For of two Perſons claiming the 
Government, who is,and who is not King, who 
hath, and who hath not a Right to Allegiance : 
That the obligation of an Oath made to the 
Perſon of the Governor ceaſes, tho his Perſon 
and his Legal Right be itill in being. That *tis 
neceſſary, and a duty, to take - an Oath contra- 
dictory to that, to another Perſon ; all this 1s 
purely to be determin'd by Providence, without 
any manner of other Right or Title, and con- 
trary to a plain and known Rule, acknow!ledg'd 
by the Dr. himſelf, and by all the world. And 
if this be not to 'make external ſucceſs the 
meaſure of Good and Evil, and to conclude, 
#hat to be God's Cauſe, which 1s proſper'd by 
Providence, I wiſh the Dr. would tell me, what 
is. And if he pleaſe likewiſe to favour me 
with the Solution of this Queſtion, Whether 
Uſurpation be God's Cauſe ? if it be, whether 
the Dr. hath any other proof of it, beſides ex» 
ternal ſucceſs, and the Providence of God prol- 
pering it? if it be not God's Cauſe, what can 
zuſtifie our ſwearing to abett, ſupport and 
maintain it ? So that either the Dr. muſt main. 
tain this Impious DoArine , that God's Caule is 
to be meaſured by Sxcceſs and Providence, or 
another as 3mpzous, that we are bound 1n 
Conſcience, to do the utmolit to maintain that 
which is not God's Cauſe. 

But, ſaith he, yet zt is ſo far from being 
an impious Dottrine , that 1t 1s a neceſſary 
duty , to conform our ſelves to the Divine 
Providence, and to diſcharge thoſe duties and 
obligations, which the Providence of God lays 
0n us, according to the nature and intention 
of the Providence : Now if by the nature and 
antention of Providence , the Dr. means, that 
God by ſuch a Providence, intends to lay ſuch 
duties on us, it is true enongh, and we are 
bound to conform our ſelves to the Divine 
Providence, and to diſcharge thoſe duties : as 
when God by his Providence puts us anto a 


ſtate of affliction , it is our duty to conform 
our ſelves to his will, and to perform 
the Duties that Providence points out to 
us by that diſpenſation , to be patient, con- 
ſtant, and faithful, to be ſure to keep a good 
Conſcience, and not be afirighted from our 
duty , nor diſcourag'd in the practice of it. 
Theſe are duties that are conlequent upon 
ſuch a ſtate, and which the Divine Providence 
directs us to, and the nature and intention of 
the Providence, is plain and evident. But this 
1s not at all to his purpoſe. But if by the n4- 
ture and intention of Providenice,the Dr.means, 
that what things come to paſs in the world by 
Providence, it is our duty, and the intention 
of Providence, that we ſhould comply actively 
with them, own them, and adhere to them. 
This 1s manifeſtly falſe tm a thouſand ins 
ſtances, and particularly in all Robbertes, Uſur- 
pations, and Invafions of other mens Rights. 
The Quettion therefore is not, Whether we 
are to conform our ſelves to Providence, and 
to diſcharge duties according to the nature and 
intention of Providence ; but whether it be the 
intention of Providence, that we are to eſpouſe, 
and embrace, and purſue the intereſt of Uſur- 
pation, and all other Events that are manifeſtly 
unjuſt and unrighteous. The Queſtion there- 
fore {till returns, What are the Duties and Ob- 
ligations; that the Providence of God lays on 
us. and what are the Intentions of Providence ? 
Does God when he permits wicked and unjuſt 
Uſurpatigns, and other Villanies, require us to 
fall down and reverence, to joyn our ſelves to 
them, and to plead the Cauſe of Unrighte- 
ouſneſs ? This 1s to interpret Gods Providence 
in contradiction to his Laws: But what is all 
this to Proyidence being a Rule, which the Dr. 
ſaid he would conſider, how far it might be? 
He adds, Thus the Providence of God, 3n ſome 
ſenſe may be the Rule of our Praftice, and may 
make that our duty which was not ; and that 
ceaſe to be our duty, which was ſo before. 
And thus it always #s, when the Providence 
of God 'Thanges our Relations, or condition of 
life, as in the preſent caſe, when he removes 
one King, and ſets up another; for he muſt 
transfer my Allegiance, when he changes my 
King : that is to ſay, when a Woman 1s mar- 
ricd , ſhe 1s obliged to the duties of a Wite ; 

when 
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when her Husband is dead, Providerce hath 
ſet her free, and ſhe owes her Cead Husband no 
duty : So, when God removes a King, the duty 
of Subjects ceaſe ; and when they have another 
Lawful King, they owe him Allegiance. Very 
true. But the Queition returns, When 1s a 
King remoy'd ? 1s diſpoſſefſion, making him 
no King , and diſcharging the Subjects Duty ? 
or is poſſeſſion, making the Uſurper a King, 
and obliging the Subjects? or is that the in- 
tention of providence 2 The Providence of 
God, changes Relations ; but diſpoſleſion and 
diltance, isno change of Relation. A Woman 
isnot free by every providential removal of her 
Husband from her , but by ſuch a Providence 
only, as puts an end to his Life or Right : nor 
are Subjects free by every providential removal 
of their King, but by ſuch a Providence only, 
as puts an end to his Right and Title: And on 
the contrary, if a man ſets himſelf 4n the place 
of a Husband, the hand ol Providence is not 
to be own'd, nor is he to be ſubmitted to as a 
Husband of Divine Right : A providential Huf- 
band is no Husband, but an Adulterer; and a 
providential King is no King, but an Uſurper. 
And as to Providence being a Rule 
Vind.p 44 in any caſe, the Dr. hath urged 
theſe very things before , which I 
have already anſwer'd , ard ſhall not need to 
repeat. 
And here the Dr. falls a Rallying for almot 
two Pages together , This unrea- 


Vind.p.62. ſonable and improus Dottrine of 


Providence, 1s the fault of my 
Caſe of Allegiance : for ſome men cannot en- 
dure to hear, God makes Kings ; for that ar- 
gues, there a God. A fine way of calling his 
Adverſaries Atheiſts. And ſo on he goes in 
the Rallying ſtrain had he ſaid ary thing elſe, 
he might have eſcaped as well as his neig/- 
biurs ; but ſince he hath entitled God to the 
matter, this ſpoils all, and 15 an improus Dt 
Hrine: And if that be bis fault, he i content 
to ſuffer ob/oquy and reproach , for mamtain- 
ing ſuch improus Dottrines. Now 1t the Dr. can 
rally off the Abſurdity and Impiety of hts Do- 
&rine about Providence, much good may it 
do lum 3 I ſhall leave ſuch arguments to take 
their chance. And I do not believe the Dr. has 
ſo mean an opinion of his Readers, as to ex- 
pect any great wonders from them but ſuch 


things, though they are not likes t& convic 
yet they may amuze,and ſerve 'or a 6/41 O Pre. 
vent the perceiving the force of the argument 
againſt him, and the weakneſs of his Anſwer ; 
whether the Dr. hid ariy ſuch end. by this Jong 
Excurtion, he knows belt. But however it 
comes to pals, my anſwer to him is pertect!y 
loit, and we have not here the leaſt word of is. 
nor the leaſt intimation, as if the Dr. knew of 


any ſuch thing. And there!ore I ſhall beg the 


Reader's Patience to lay it befere him. It im- 
mediately follows in the Po/* cri pt. 

The Dr. had raiſed an Obje- | 
ction to his Hypothefis, *Have nos Poſtſcript, 
Pyrats and Robbers as noodaTi- p. 13. 

tle to my Purſe,as an Uſurper to Caſe of Al- 


* the Crown ? Does not the Prow- 
* dence of God order and diſpoſe 
< - ry 4 
of all theſe Events > To which he anſwers, 
the diſpute 15 not about Humane and Legal 
' Right 1 either caſe, but about Authority,now 
' 10 MAN pretends, that Thieves and Pyrats 
have God's Authority. To this I anſwer'd, 
: What is this to the purpoſe 2 I know Thieves 
and Robbers have not God's Authority , nei- 
: ther hath an Uſurper : but have they not God's 
Providence, as well as an Uſurper 2 And if 
' Poſſeflion of Authority by Providence, gives 
A Right to it , Why does not the Pofleiiion 
' of 2ny Purſe by the ſame Providence, give a 
; Right to 1t 2 The Dr. puts it into the Obje- 
ction, Have not Robbers as good 4a Title to 
"my Purſe , as an Uſurper , to the Cronn? 
* Andit 1s certain,they have as 200d a Title ; for 
* they have the very ſame I grant,c,alr's a Purſe, 
* and takin? Authority, are two things, and to 
'are allo T//urpation and Ripe : But the 
* Queition 1s about Providence, and that is the 
"lame ; he that tikes a Purſe, takes it by Provi- 
*Gdence, as well as he that takes a Throne , and 
* it Providence gives a Right, the one hath 1f, 
*2$ well as the o:her. But the Scriutureſfaith the 
*Di that Kinzdoms are 
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r. ) expreliy tells us , 
* diſpos'd of by God, that all power is of Ga ; 
* and does not the fame Scripture tell us, chat 
*rve Earth # theLords,and the fuilneſs thereof) 
* that he difpoſes of it, as be pleaſes : that when 
* Fob was rob'd, he faid, rhe Lord hath taken 
* away. Dat it the Scripture had not ſaid to, 
* the Dr. ſays it ; for he tells vs, all Events are 
"(2945 AST gnd Deed; an} then it mult fo! 
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* ſow, that the poſſeſſion of my Purſe by a 
* Thief , 1s as much God's Decree and Council, 
* as the potſeifion of the Throne. The Doctor 
* founds all this in God's Creation : 
*Ged+ ( (aith he ) 3s the natural 
© Lord of the World, becauſe he made 
*it, and no Creature hath any Right to govern 
rhe Werld, or any part of it , but as he 
© receives Authority from God: Ard 1s not 
*this the fame, in all other reſpects > Are not 
© all mens Eitates Gods, as well as Authority ? 
* And has any man a Right to h's Eſtate, but 
* what God gives him ? And does 1t thence 
* follow,that whatever any man can get by Pro- 
* vidence , tho it be never ſo much againſt 
* the Laws and Com.incn Riglit , it 18 his own, 
* becauſe God is not ty'd wo Haimane Laws, and 
*hath a Right to the World by Creation , 
*and may give it w1om he pleaſe 2 And I 
* wonder, What reaſon there is, that 't1* a more 
* certain fign to us, that the poſſcf1;on of power 
* by providence , gives any more Right to it, 
*th n the potſeflion of Goods or an Ellate gives 
*a Riglit to them. 
Of all this, the Dr. hath. not thought fit to 
teke any notice. -He tells us indeed, 
P. 58. before, that be had den oma the 
matter about right and juſtice, and 
had ſhewn the difference between the right 
of private men to their Eſtates, and of Princes 
£0 their Tiwones , between a Thiefs taking a 
Purſe, and an Uſurper a Crown, by the Pro- 
4'4Jence of God, &c. Now I conteſs, this he 
hid ſa:d upon another occaſion ; and when the 
{oice of my arguinent lay arother way ; but 
he ought to have conſidered my anſwer here. 
For here it was that he himſelf rais'd the Obje- 
&tion, and anſwers it : and my an'wer directly 
attects him, and his whole Hypothelis: or if 
he would not reply to it in its proper place , 
he ought at leaſt to have took notice of the 
force of it : he tells us, he ſhe'd the diffe- 
rer.c! betacen a Thiefs taki'g a Purſe , and 
an Tſurper a Throne : but where hath he 
ſhew'd any Gifference with reſpect to Provi- 
dence? Why, a Thief h-th not as goeda Title 
to my Purſe, as an Uſurper to the Throne, 
when he hath the very fame : Where hath he 
ſliew'd any difference with reſpect to God's 
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Eſtates, as well as Government and Authority. 
And where hath he ſhew'd any difference in 
the Evidence, that a Providential Poſſeſſion 
of Power, is a more certam /izn to us of 
God's Gift, and a Divine Right, than the ſame 
Providential Poſſeſſion of Goods or an Eitate ? 
This 1s the force of my Anſwer, which he hath 
taken no manner of notice of , and which 
would have been evident, had he anſwer'd this 
in 1ts proper place. But if he had not been 
pleayd to anſwer it , he might have beſtow'd 
ſome of his complements upon it , and have 
call'd it a Feſt, or a Banter, or ſomething, as 
be does other arguments he cannot tell what 
to do with. 

He proceeds to conſider another of my Ar. 
gumerits againſt the interpretation 
he gives of the ſenſe of the Con- Vind.p.63: 
vocation, That 2t ts inconſiſtent 
with theiz mam and fundamental Doftrineg, 
viz, Paſſive Obedience, and Non-Reſiſtance, 
He replys, But if the Convocation taught 
both ( as certainly they did ) it #5 a ſign that 
whatever our Author thinks , or whatever he 
can prove the Convocation did not apprehend 
any inconſiſtency between them. Now me- 
thinks, the Dr. might a little have confider'd 
my argument, and not have given ſuch a ſhort 
an(wer ; eſpecially when he complains fomuch 
of concealing what he ſays. The ſum of all 
was, that *that interpretation of 
*a thorough Settlement , which Anſwer to 
* beſt agrees with Paſſive Obe- the Pamphl. 
* drence, we are in juſtice bound p. 2r. 
*to believe, that it 1s the ſenſe of 
* the Convocation , as beſt agreeing with their 
* fundamental Doctrines and the main deſign of 
* the Convocation. And to fay thit a Govern- 
*ment is thoroughly ſettled, when it hath ac- 
*quir'd a Right by Preſcription, or the exti= 
*Ction and (ubmiflion of the Right Heir, does 
*not in the leaſt interfere with the Doctrine of 
* Paſſive Obedience; but when a Perſon hath 
* pot full poſſeflion of power , and the lawful 
* King is alive, and is fo far from ſubmitting, 
* that he actually conteſts his Right , and de» 
*mancs the Allegiance of his Subjects in order 
*to it; to ſay that they muſt quit their Lawful 
* King, become Subjects to the pofſelor, tranſ- 


right by Creatiun? which is the foundation of * fer all their Allegiance and Duty to him, do 


hs Hypothelis, ard which attects all private 


* all they can to eſtabliſh him umn the Poſſeflion, 
and 
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" and as much to keep the other out, become 
* wreconcilable and mortal enemies to him, and 
* if need be to fight againſt him, and kill him; 
| (for all theſe neceſſarily follow from that no- 
tion) This is ſuch a notion of Paſſive Obe- 
* dience as never was heard on. And what now 
is the Drs. ſhort Anſwer to all this, why it is cer- 
tain the Convocation thought this was not in- 
conſiſtent with Paſſive Obedience, that is, they 
thought and taught, that men for the intereſt 
of an Uſurper, might fight againit and kill the 
Rightful King to whom they had ſworn Alles 
giance; andat theſame time when they acknow- 
ledge the Legal Right to be in him ; which if 
any man that reads the Convocation can bs- 
heve, he may believe any thing in the World, 
and one wou!d have thought the Dr. ſhould 
have ſhewed us low this was reconcilable with 
Paſſive Obedience, before he had ſo dogmita- 
cally aſſerted, that the Convocation taught it. 
And this is abſolutely neceſſary to juſtifie his ins 
terpretation, for the main deſign of the Convo- 
cation was to alſert the Doctrine of Paflive Obe- 
dience, and that is plain and evident, and if 
the notion of a thorough Settlement was not fo 
evident, their notion of Paſſive Obedience is to 
regulate and direct to their ſenſe of a thorough 
Settlement, and not the notion of a thorough 
Settlement to direct to their ſenſe of Paltive 
Obedience: And therefore it the Drs. notion of 
a thorough Settlement be not reconcilable with 
Paflive Obedience, it cannot be their ſenſe ; 
except we can alſo believe that they contradict 
the main Deſign, and the Fundamental Princt- 
ples of their whole Book. But the Dr. tells us, 
1 obſerv'd m the Caſe, that the Dottrine of O- 
bedience and Ailegiance to the Preſent Powers 
is fonnded on the ſame Principles, with the 
DoRrine of Non-Refſiſtance and Paſſive Obe- 
dience, viz. that God makes Kings and in- 
veſts them with bs Authority, which equally 
froves, that all Kings who have received a 
Soocreign Authority from God, muſt be obeyed, 
and muſt not be reſiſted ; Right, he does ob- 
ſerve this, but then he hath left out in his re- 
peating it, that upon which the whole con- 
troverſic turns,and yet at the fame 
time complains of concealing, and 
that 1s, and are in the actual 
adminiſtration of ut { which 
# the only evidence we have, that they 
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have received it from God. For whit tha 
Paſſive Obedience be due to God's Autho- 
rity ; 1s it therefore due to Ufarpation and 
aCtual Adminiltration which is not God's Au- 
thority ? and (to uſe ſome of the Drs. expreſ- 
ſions) He may harangue 1uton this 
Argument, as lonz as he pleaſes; 
unleſs he can prove, that God 1n- 
velts every Uſurper with his Authority, while 
the Righttul King is living and claiming. And 
that he does not do fo. 1s manifeit from this 
very Doctrine of Paſſive Obedtence : For the 
Dottrine of Nom-Rejiſtance and Paſſive Obec- 
dience i founded cn an irreſitable Anti ov 
ty; conſider then what are the Kivhts of an ar- 
reſiſtable Authority, and what the duties n; 
Paſſive Obedience. 1. The Rights of Sove- 
rezon and irrefiſtable Autbirity are, that he 
cannot forfeit hu Crown, that he cannot bs 
judged nor depoſed by his Subje&ts ; And there- 
fore when onge King, he # a/ways ſo'till deat 
or a 20/untary and {eza! Refienation. 2. Nons 
Reſiſtance does not merely /1pnifie not to fizhe 
againſt the King. but 1. Trat upon no pre- 
tence we muſt renounce his Right, and 2. Muſt 
never ſet hy Crotm upon anothers head 4. 
Mnuſt not transfer our Allegiance to anther. 
Now the Der. will not except agaimlt this Do- 
Ctrine for the ſake of its Author, and he may 
pleaſe to ubſerve, that we are not ſo apt to 1 
vens as he is to forget, and he may trie if he 
can ſolve the matter by his diſtinction between 
Jeal and Fatton. But if this be the caſe, 
then theſe things necetlarily- follow. $5: That 
Transferring of Paſſive Obedience from the 
Righttul Kmg to the Nſurper, is a Propoſition 
inconliſtent with it ſelf, and made up of con- 
tradictions, Paſſive Obedience ſignifies one 
thing, and transferring it the clean contrary. 
And to talk of transferring Paſſive Obedience 
1s juſt as it we ſhould fay fizhtins Nen- Reſi- 
ſtance, or Rebellious Allegiance. 2. The &r- 
gument from the Doctrine of Paliive Obedience 
equally aties bis interpretation of Scr:prone, 
as his interpretation of the Convocation, lor Pat. 
tive Obed:ence, 1s as evidently and plataly en- 
joyned by the Scriptures, as by the Convoca- 
tion ; and for the proof of this, I refer wy elf 
to Dr. Sherlocks Caſe of Reſiſtmce. And it 
his interpretation of Scripture be irreconcil;b e 
with the Doctrine of P:itive Obcaiznce, then it 
'$ 
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1 riot reconcil. le with Scripture, and then it 
ot true, and if to fight againſt and Kill a 


K.ng, to whom we have {worn Allegiance and 


whom we ttill acknowledge to have a Lepal 
Right aud Title, be not Patlive Obedience, 
then the Drs. expounding the 13th to the Are 
1.41.5 of Tiurp d Powers, 1 | oppohition to a 
AightFul Kang 18 not the ſenſe of Scripture, but 
©15 OWN Private ſenſe 3 1t 15 not fuſſicient here 
fo lay ut z5 certain they teach both ; and there- 
to e they are not inconfittent, for that 15 prov- 
112 things the w:ong Way, for It 25 certarn they 
do not teach both 1t they are inconſitient. Ard 
acrefore if the Dr, would regularly prove, that 
they do teach both, he ought to have made it 
appear by ſewing they are not inconhiſtent,and 
:10t come cti with a ſhort reply, zt z5 certaim 
they do fo. = 
My next Argument is, That thy anterpre- 
tation reproaches the Virtue and Loyaity of 
thoſe aamirable men, who ſuffered between 
che years 42 and 60. The Dr. replies, aud 
rrerefore it cannct be the ſenſe of the Convo- 
cation, for no doubt the Convocation in 603. 
had great regard to the Loyalty of th ſe who 
ſr ffered between 42. and 60. by a ſpirit of 
Prophecy I ſuppeſe. A very wile obſervation | 
And why might not the Convocation 11 603, 
have regard to the Loyalty of the members of 
the Church of England in 42. or 60. or 90 Cl- 
ther ? it they defign'd their Book as a direction 
for practice, it muſt regard future time, as 
well 42. as 603. and as well go as 42. But the 
Dr. knows well enough the Quett1on 1s con- 
cerning a Principle of the Church of Erg/and ; 
and here we have a body of men, uncoubted 
Sons of the Church of Eng/and, and as great 
and eminent for piety and virtue as that Church 
ever bred ; and mott of them living at the time 
of this Convocation, and ſome of them proba- 
bly members of it : And here was a Caſe,where 
thcir ſenſe of this Principle was tried to the bot- 
rom; ard beſides their plain Doctrines, their 
tutteri-gs were a convincing Teitimony, that 
they did not believe, that the Drs, notion of a 
thorough Settlement was any Principle of the 
Church of Erng/and. And confidering all cir- 
cumſtances, this brings the l(- 


Anſwers to pute alinolt down to our very 
the Pampl.= fenſes. As I faid, © it would 
Ict,p: 22. * have been thought madneſs 


(124) 


*for a Church of England min to have 
* Coubted, who (in the late times) aCted moit 
* agrecably to the Principles of thit Church 
* 1n the point of Alleg. and Government, Arch- 
* bihop Fuxcon, Biſhop Coxens, Biſhop Guz.« 
* #4712, G&c. or Hugh Peters, Dr. Omen, or 
*7J0in Goodwin , or whether the Kegicades 
* were Church of Erg/and men too, in the 
* ſame points, &c. So.that with the Drs. leave 
this Argument does not lye fo far off, as to need 
any Prophecy to make it good, but is plain; ea- 
fie, and natural ; and ſeeing we are about the 
interpretation of a Church of England Prin- 
ciple, from whom are we moſt likely to learn 
it, from the Doctrines and Practices of thoſe 
excellent men, and who gave ſuch illuſtrious e- 
vidences of their own ſenſe of it, or from Pe- 
ters, Bradſhaw, Marſhall or Milton ? and 1 
ſhall crave leave to believe (except the Dr. can 
give me fome better Reaſons) that the Vireue 
and Loyalty of thoſe admirab/e men, are bet- 
ter interpreters of the Church of Eng/and Prin. 
ciples, then the vz/lany and wickedneſs of thoſe 
Advocates for Uſurpation, But theſe, it ſeems, 
are hard and ſpightful words, which the Dr, 
tells me, I gzve to my Adverſaries : That in- 
deed is very eaſily ſaid, but it had been much 
fairer to have given a plain and rational anſwer 
to them. 

Concerning this the Dr. ſaid, z: 
us a great prejudice but no Argu- 
ment, nur can be formed into an 
Aigrment : I anſwered, I — 
an Argument from example had been an Ar- 


Poſtſcript, 
Þ» 14+ 


giument, tho not always a very good ene, He 
replies Rzght ! what and cannot 

be racks, into an. Argument > Vindic; 
That 1s a little ſtrange, but the P. 64. 


Dr. to ayold that repeats another 

ſentence, not that which I anſwered, I ſuppoſe 
by virtue of 4eeping his own Order and Me- 
thod; and I would fain know how that is an 
Argument, which cannot be form'd into an Ar- 
gument. This agrees like the reſt of his Prins 
Ciples. Well! He tellsus, Example #5 only a 
prejudice not an Argument azamiſt plain reas 
ſons which cannot otherwiſe be anſwered : Let 
Reaſons be firſt anſwered, and then when there 
w no Reaſon agamſt a thing, the example f 
great and wife men without any other reaſon, 
carry ſome Authority mith them; os 
rwren 


— 


Ye 


when we have other good reaſons for doing any 
thing, example gives ſome more ſtrength. And 
thus the example of Jaddus may be an argu- 
ment, when other examples are none. The 
meaning is, that an example againſt the Drs. 
Reaſons is a Prejudice and no Argument, and 
an example the Dr. mentions againſt other mens 
Reaſons, is an Argument and no Prejudice ; 
for I had urged againſt bim his producing the 
example of Faddus. which was but a ſingle and 
a ſuſpicious example. But that it ſeems mult 
be an Arg:1ment, becauſe 1t 15 for the Drs. turn, 
but the examples of fo many excellent men are 
but Prejrdices, becauſe they make againſt him. 
But by the Drs. favour the examples of theſe 
preat and good men, is an Argument and 4 ve- 
ry ſtrong one to prove the lenle of the Church 
of England,in the point of Subrmithion to T ſur- 
ped Powers. and fuch a one as confutes all the 
Drs. little Reaſons to the contrary : He urges 
ſome Arguments to prove the Church of Eng. 
land on his !ide ; and to theſe we oppoſe the e- 
vident and undoabted practice of tht Church, 
in ſuch remarkable and diſcriminating mitan 

ces, as plainly diftinguiſh?d between thoſe that 
were true Sons of that Church. anc thoſe that 
were not fo; and to talk of Reaſons againft 
plain matter of fact, is diſputing againit com- 
mon ſenſe, and ſuch realons are hike the Argu- 
ments againft motion, which are belt contu- 
ted by walking up ar.1 down. But ſays he, 29 
he knows the example of Jaddus was alledged 
by me, only tO prove the /enſe cf the Conm:cge 
t10n ; and the Dr. knows theſe great examples 
were alledged by me tor the fame Reaſon. He 
adds, and how Jaddus himſelf underſtood 1s 
Oath of Allegiance to Darts, which ſaith he, 


4 / By [ * > . 
# a very different ca/e from what h2 urges ; yes 


by all means! The examples of thoſe great men 


did not prove how they underſtood the Oath of 
Allegiance ; nor what they thought of ſubmil- 
fion to Uſurped Powers in Polletiion againit a 
Legal King out of Poliefſion, nor what was the 
ſenſe of the Church of En2lad in thoſe Caſes : 
{ ſuppoſe, becauſe ſome of them lott their lives, 
and all their livelylioods and Ettates againlt their 
own ſenſe ard judgment, and againtt the ſenſe 
and direction of that Church of which they 
profeſſed themſelves,and were 1n truth the moit 
enimefit and- faithful Members, 
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But, fays he, to let paſs bu tranſport of 
eal, and to for2ive the froth and folly of it- 
(Theſs I ſup-oſe the Dr. defigns for C:vi/ and 
e61izing exprefſions, for he had bat juſt before 
complain'd of my 'hard and /pightful words } 
when he urges the examples of theſe great men 
there are many things be ought to have conſi- 
dered. 

1. He ſhould have conſidered whom be re- 
proached, as well as whom he commended. 
Right! and I did fo, but he tells us, he re- 
proaches all thoſe who in thoſe times of Confu- 
ſion ſuomitted tothe Uſurped Powers, and live 
ed quietly and peaceab'y under them. But who 
tol: him fo ? there is ro fuch thing in my An- 
ſwer or Poſtſcript, is there no d#ference be- 
tween living peaceably and quet'y, and becom- 
ing Parties to the Ulurpation, liding with it a» 
gainſt the Legal King, pleading the Cauſe of 
It, and ſwearing to be true and faithful to it ? 
Theſe lati indeed are reproached by the Vir 
tue and Loyalty of thoſe excellent men, and 
who can help {h-t* Virtue and Truth is always 
a Reproacn to Vice and Error. But perhaps the 
Dr would have had me juſtitied the exclufion of 
Charles the Second, and the adherence to the 
Ulurpers againit him. And this indeed would 
not have reproached them. But it would have 
reproached much honelter and better men than 
they ; it would have reproached all thoſe Gal- 
Lnt and Loyal Sutterers for their King and the 
Laws. But no matter for them, they are not 
tor the Dis purpoſe now ; but he is grown on 
a ſudden fo very tender of the Uſurpers Party, 
that they mutt (ufter no reproach, and rather 
than that, the belt men of our Church muſt 
not be commended tor tear it ſhould reflect on 
them. But faith the Dr. The King found a 
great many true Friend; and Loyal Perſons at 
bs return among thoſe men. I ſuppoſe by vir- 
tue of their taking the E,gagement, and wri- 
ting Books to keep him out, and uſing all their 
endeavours and interetis for that purpoſe; Well, 
but ſuppole ſome of them were true friends to 
the King ; why then they are not to be re- 
proached, not tor their being Parties to the U- 
ſurpation againſt him, but bec:uſe they were 
his rrve friends. 1. e. becauſe they deſerted the 
Tjurpers ; tor they cou!d rot be true Friends 
and Loyal to hoth. And it T have faid any thing 
ty reproach them tor being the Kings triends, 


- 
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and abandoning his Enemies, I'am content to 
ſuffer reproach my ſelf. But as the Dr, hath 
worded this, it is not eafie to underſtand what 
he means : He ſays they were erue Friends and 
Loyal Perſons upon his return, Does he 'mean 
that were then ſo only, but before his return 
and in the time of Uſurpation were virulent and 
mortal Enemies to him, but ſo ſoon as he re- 
turn'd they became Frzends and Loyal.Methinks 
this is no extraordinary character : They were 
his friends, when he could advance them, but 
in his extremity and when he had need of them 
they were his enemies ; 1. e. thcy were true 
friends to themſelves and not tohim, and ſuch 
a kind of friendſhip, if it muſt not be reproach- 
ed, doesnot ſure deſerve commendation. The 
Dr. further tells me, I reproach all thoſe Loyal 
Perſons, who ſuffered under thoſe Uſurpations 
and comply now : And alſo, all thoſe who have 
now ſworn Allegiance. But how can the Dr. 
tell that ? I meddle with no bodies Principles 
but his, and the Dr. in the next paragraph tells 
me, I ought not only to conſider what was done, 
but upon what Pranciples they did it ; and I 
have conſidered his Principles, and have ſhewn, 
that they reproach the belt Men of our Church ; 
but that it ſeems will not do, and I mult con» 
ſider what was done allo, and reproach all them 
that did it, tho they act upon other Princt- 
ples, and tho I contider no bodies Principles but 
the Drs. | 
2. The next Advice js,[f our Author will argue 
from Examples, he ought not only to conſider 
what was done, but upen what Principles they 
did it, whether they were all of our Authors 
mind, that it u abſolutely unlawful in any caſe 
whatſoever to ſubmit to a Prince, who # poſ- 
ſeſſed of the Throne, while the Legal Kzrg, or 
buy true Heir # Irving, tho diſpoſſeſſed. Now 
I think there is all the evidence in the World 
that they were of this mind : This was the ve- 
ry caſe, there was a Perſon (the Dr. may call 
him Prence if he pleaſes and agreeable enough 
to his Principles) poſſeſſed of the Throne, and 
the Legal King and Heir ds/poſſeJed. And it 1s 
plain in fact they refuſed to ſubmit to the Uſur- 
per in the Throne, and adhered to the Legal 
King out of the Throne. And if the Dr. can 
© find any other reaſon or aſſertion of theirs for 
this practice, beſides the abſolute unlawfulneſs 
of owging the Uſurper, he would do. well to 


produce it. He ſays, it # probable ſome fer 
might be of buy mind. Bu why does not he 
name one ſingle man of them that was not of 
this mind ? that he can never do, nor does he 
in the leaſt undertake it. 
that it can never be proved, and it 1s very 
improbable, for it was neither the DoRrine of 
the Church, nor the Law of the Land. But 
that is the matter in diſpute, and by what Rules 
of Logick is the grand matter in controverſie 
brought for a proof ? The Queſtion is whether 
it bethe Doctrine of the Church, or Law of the 


Land; and the practice of thoſe great men is: 


urged againſt the Drs. interpretation, and is a 


proof againſt him ; and how comes the thing to - 


be proved, to be brought in proof againſt that 


which proves it againſt him ? But-this is uſual . 


with him. But ſays he,chat it was their general 
ſenſe (that it was abſolutely unlawful to ſubmit 
to the Uſurper, while the Legal King is livi 
tho out of Poſſeſſion) can never r _ 
No ? thatis very ſtrange, the Aſſertion is plain 
enough-4n Biſhop Sanderſon, Dr. Hammond, 
and all them that wrot upon the point ; and one 
would have thought the practice of all the 
wasa very good proot of their Sentiments in 
this matter ; can any man believe, that men 
would loſe their lives and eſtates, and expoſe 
themſelves to the greateſt difficulties and extre- 
mities for not doing what they thought they 
lawfully might do? And in ſuch a caſe to call 
for proofs is to abuſe mens patience, and in the 


Drs. language argues great perverſeneſs of 


mind, 

But after all-the whole advice in this Para- 
graph is nothing to the purpoſe, I brought the 
examples of theſe great men, againſt the Dre, 
Principles and Interpretations ; and he adviſes 
me to contider, whether they acted upon my 
Principles ; and what is that to the- purpoſe ? 
if the Dr. can prove they did not act upon my 
Principles, or that they acted upon Principles 
that are contrary to them,. I am contented to 
own that their examples is an argument againſt 


my Principles, as they are now againſt his Prin- 


ciples. But this he will not meddle with, and 
inſtead of that, he is for adviſing me (1 thank 
ham) to prove it my ſelf. 

3- Another thing I ought to have conſfider'd, 
he ſays is, when he reſolved to argue from ex- 
ample, he ſhould bave carefully conſidered, 


whether 


But boldly affirms, 


*« «SC > © = 


iCaſe to be as he r 
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- whether there are not more and greater exam- 


ples on the other fide, whether Suppoſong the 
eſents it, there be any 
thing like ut in all ſtory either ſacred or pro- 
Fane, whether both Jews and Cariſtians did 
not always ſubmit to the Preſent Powers, when 
the Government was ſetled by what wicked 
means ſoever it began. Now the Caſe which 
the Dr. repreſents, and which I diſpute againſt, 
1s the lawfulneſs of ſubmitting to, and joyning 
with Uſurped Powers in oppolition to the Le- 
gal King, when out of Pofleſſion and-claiming 
and infitting upon his Right: And I had over 
and over provoked him, to give any approved 
inſtances of any men that own'd his- Hypotheſis. 
And when hecannot be prevailed upon to pro- 
duce one fingle inftance and example: To tell 
me, 1 _ to conſider whether there are not 
more and greater examples on the other fide 
1s extraordinary : If there be more and greater 
examples, why does not he ſhew them, and 
clear his. Hypothefis from the charge of Singula- 
rity and Parodox ? But when he does not name 
one, nor ſo much as offer at it, when he im- 
mediatly tells me, he ſhall not enter upon this 
__ but turns me over to ſome body 
elſe that will do wonders in this point no man 
knows when; to talk of more and greater ex- 
amples, and the practice of Fews and Chriſti- 
ans, which his Reader muſt find out as well as 
hecan, and to confront the moſt plain and vi- 
ſible examples with imaginary ones, and pra- 
Ctices in the Clouds ; And after all the urging 
and provocation to name not one, and yet till 
to inliſt upon it, and cry there are more and 
greater. This is ſuch a way of vindicating as 
1s 28 new as his Hypotheſis, and very well agrees 
with it, and if this be diſputing we ſhall never 
have done. 

Now the Dr. -comes to conſider what I had 
faid further upon this head, I ſaid, © the Dr. 
owns that this is a Prejudice, 
*and ſo it is, and a very conſi- 
* derable one; and I wonder 
* what he hath ſaid to remove it, not one word 
*to the purpoſe; he tells indeed of ſome diffe- 
' rences, but not one that is any difference as to 
*the matter before us, of Submiſſion to - 
ped Powers, and he replies, /et us then try t 
And in order to that he-begins. 
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But to ſlate the matter ſo plain, _ 


that our Author himſelf had be ne- Vindice 
ver ſo much mind to it, ſhall not Þ+ 66. 


be able to miſtake or miſrepreſent ; 

it. And have I miſtaken or 7 ikepreſented it ? 
That the Dr. would infinuate,but then he ſhould 
have told me where and in what inſtances ; that 
it ſeems is another Qyeltion ; however the Dr. 
is reſolved to have it ſo, or would perſwade 4 
credulous Reader to believe it, tho he hath not 
named one particular wherein I have miſtaken 
or miſrepreſented him ; and this will appear 
more fully upon examining what he ſays in re- 
ply; he tells us, he muſt firſt premiſe that 
they are two different Queſtions, when it ® 
lawful to ſubmit to Uſurping Powers, and 
when 'cu a duty: 'tu lawful when we are un 
der force as can compel us; *tis a duty when 
the Government u throughly ſetled. Very 
well! This is the Drs. State of the matter 


; now, but where hath he ſtated it ſo before ? 


there is not a word of it, nur any ſuch di- 
ſtintion in his Caſe of Allegiance 3 and 
how then ſhould 1 know it ? I ſuppoſe by 
Inſpiration ? and it is a pretty way of miſtak- 
ing and miſrepreſenting him, becauſe in an- 
ſwering his Caſe of Allegiance, 1 did not divine 
what he would ſay in his Vindicatzon ; But the 
truth is the Dr. ms/took, he found the former 
ſtate of the matter would not do, and if he 
had kept cloſe to that he could not have an- 
ſwered what had been objected to him, and 
therefore hath given a new ſtate of the Que- 
ftion. And he might have ſaid ſo, and not by 
an infinuating preface, have laid his own ms- 
ſtakes at other mens doors. Let him ſhew me 
if he can, that he hath in this manner tated 
the Caſe in his former Book; if not, why does 
he talk of miſtaking and miſrepreſenting it ? 
Well! let ustake his new State, and ſee what 
he can make of it. He tells us, while we are 
in thu ſtate (under force) we may either ſub- 
mit or not ſubmit.without ſm, and then that 
which muſt turn the ſcale, are arguments from 
intereſt ; and here 1s the ground of this new 
State, he had ſaid before, and it 
was objected to him, That the CaſcofAlleg. 
Friends of Monarchy were bound p. 48. Poſtl. 
im Intereſt to reſtore the King. p. 15. 
And he did not know how to _ : 
get off from it without inventing this new di- 
R 2 ſtinion 
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Rintion, which yet will not ſerve his tam ; 
tor having applied what he ſaid before-to thoſe 
times of Uſurpation he adds; This #:ſo far 
from leſſening and reproachirg thesr Loyalty, 
that it us greatly for the commenaation of it, 
that when they were not bound in conſcience to 
ſubmit to thoſe Uiſurpations, tho by ſubmuſſion 
our Author intimates, they might have made 
better terms for themſelves, yet they rather 
choſe to venture their lives anditortumes to re- 
ſtore the King, which x not, as our Author 
inſinuates to preter their intereſt to theis Con- 
ſci:nces in ſerving the King 3 but where Con- 
ſerence was not concerned to the contrary, to 
venture their interetlt, ther /tves and fortunes 
to reſtore rhe King : Now here 1s a very plea- 
ſant {tate of the Caſe 

For 1. The Dr. tells us, in ſuch a ſtate z- 
tereſt 1s to turn the ſcale; and yet in the cloſe 
of his reply, he ſays, it was 70 tenture their 
antereſts,lwves and fortunes to reſtore the King 
this looks very like a contradiction, for what 
does he mean by venturing their mtereſts, but 
venturing the loſs of them. And thoſe who 
might have preſerved their 2ntereſts by ſub- 
mitiion to the U{urpations ; and which accord- 
ing to the Dr. it was lawful for them to do, 
choſe rather to venture ther lives and fortunes 
20 reſtore the King ; i.e. in ſhort, they choſe 
rather to hazard their lives and intereſts, than to 
preſerve them. And if zntereſt muſt turn the 
feale, it is plain enough, that whatever Cone 
- ſrience did, interelt lay on the fide of Uſurpa- 
tion.- And when ſo many of the Nobility, Gen- 
try and Clergy, were utterly undone tor their 
obſtinate Loyalty, in ſuch a Caſe to talk of 
mens being Loyal tor 1nzere/t is to contradict 
common ſenle. 

2. The Dr gives an admirable account of the 
Grounds and Reafons, why the Royal Payty did 
not /abmit to thoſe Uſurpations, and inat 1s 
riot Conſcience but Interelt ; not but that they 
thought it lawful {or them to ſubmit, but they 
refuſed it upon other accounts, even when they 
thought they lawfully might. But where had 
the Dr. this tine account? Is there the leaſt in- 
timation of it in any hiſtory of thoſe tumes ? 
in any Pamphlet or diſcourſe concerning it ? or 
did ever. any, mat: befides the Dr. ſay it? there 
were ſome indeed, that thought or pretended to 
think they were miſtaken, .and they nught lags 


fully own thoſe Uſurpations, and the Drs. argu= 
ment from providence was urged for that pur- 
poſe: But I think the Dr. is the firſt that ever 
affirm'd that they themſelves thought ſo. Their 
general arguments were drawn from the Duty 
of Allegiance, the obligation of their Oaths, 
andthe Laws-of the Land, which plainly ime 


port they thought Conſcience was concerned, * 


at:d that it was-ur:lawtul to own thoſe Uſurpa« 
tions Thus therefore 1s nothing but tancy and 
imagination, and the Dr. ſays it without any 
grou:.d in the World He may make reaſons 
tor himſelt, and coin new diltinCtions to jus* 
{tithe them, but what warrant has he to make 
reaſons for other men ? It is no wonder he 
wakes thus bold with the Convocation, who 
can faſten ſuch a ſenſe on the practices of thoſe 
loyal ſufferers, not.only without any manner of 
foundation, but contrary to their expreſs de- 
clarations: it we mult be making new Hpo- 
theſes, and framing new Schemes of Govern- 
ment to juſtihe our ſelves, let us prove them as 
well as we can ; but for ſhame let” us never inti- 
tle other men to them, who plainly acted by 
different Principles, and have as plainly declared 
their ſenſe to the contrary ; if the Dr. thinks 
this imputation ſevere, let him atquit himſelf 
from it, by ſhewing it he can, but ſome few 
among thoſe many Loyal Sufferers, who thought 
Conſcience was not concern'd in the Caſe, and 
that they thought it lawtul to ſubmit, and bes 
come Subjects to thoſe Uſurpations, in oppoſi- 
tion to their Legal King. 

And this is yet more extravagant, it we re- 
flect on the diſmal circumſtances of thoſe 
fumes, and to how many - difficulties and fatal 
maſeries, that Revolution expoſed the Loyal 
Party, a great part of which might have been 
prevented in particular men; if they would but 
have comply'd, and joyn'd themſelves to the 


Uſurpers. In ſuch a Caſe to Queſtion, whether: 


they were acted by Principles of Conſcience, or 


to ſay. that they thought Conſcience was net' 


concern'd either way, 15s to ſcorn and abuſe their 
ſufterings, and makes them ſelf murderers, and 
deſtroyers, and lays all their defolation and. rus 
in at their own doors; for what can ſuch men 
anſwer to God, themſelves, or their families, 
who. ſutier themſelves to be undone and periſh, 
when they might lawfully have prevented its 
And this is that admurable Character the Pr. '0 
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fave his own Hypotheſis) h7h found out for 
theſe noble and conſcientious Sufferers : He 
was charg'd with reproaching thezr Vertue and 
Loyalty; and to ger himſelf off char, he harh 
reproaci.'d them as much on the o-her hand. 

3. The Dr. diſtinguiſhes berween when 2t 
3s lawſul, azd when it is @ duty to ſubnit, and 
applies this diſtintion to thoſe Ururpations, 
thereby intimating, that it was /4w/ul, tho not 
a duty, for the Loyal Party to ſubmit to rhem. 
The conſequence is, they had no obligation in 
con(cience to King Charles the ſecord; for If tt 
was {awfu! for them to ſubmir and become 
Parties to the Uſurpation, 1t was likewiſe law- 
ful for them to diſcharge themſelves of King 
Charles, for they could not be the Subjects of 
both, and then they were not bound in con- 
ſcience to him ; they might reſpett him for 
their own ends, aud endeavour to reftore him 
to better their condition (as the Dr. ſays) and 
for the ſake of their intereſt; but Duty they 
owed him none at all, they ow'd him juſt as 
much as they ow'd Cromwell, and no more. 
He was charged with reproaching their Yertue 
and Loyalty, and he hath now fairly compro- 
mis'd the matter, and made them have no 
Loyalty at all. For 1 pray what kind of Loy- 
alty is that which is no duty ? They might 
love and reſpe& the Ring, or rather them- 
ſelves ; but to be loyal ro him they could nor, 
for that ariſes from Duty and Obligation, and 
'ris mere name and complement when there 
is none. And thus that renowned Loyalty 
which the world had in (o much veneration, 
is ſunk into juſt nothing. Retween the Roy. 
aiſts and rhe other Party the (cales were even 
in point of Conſcience, advantage might turn 
the ſcales, and the whole is reſolv'd 1nto (elf. 
iſhneſs znd private intereſt. And what a hi. 
deous account is this of that glorious ſcene of 
invincible Fidelity, Fortitude and gaod Con- 
ſcience? Ir is much for the honor of an Hypo- 
theſis thar ir cannot be winazcated but ar the 
expence of the glory and repuraction due to 
the beſt Men and the beſt Practices: And 
which is yet more extraordinary, the Doctor 
would make us believe, that thu # fo fer from 
leſſening and reproaching their Loya'ty, that 47 us 
greatly for the commendation of 3t ; yes (ure it 15 
greatly for the commendation of 4 mans Loyalty, 
that. he loves himſelf, and can better his cons 
dition by it, This may (vic well coough wich 


ſome mens Loye'ty ; but the Loyalty berween 
42 and 60 was quite of anorher m.ke, and h1- 
therro the World hath thought tliic the com 
mndation of ic conſiſted in {ufferino for their 


. Fidelity, 16 parting with their Intereſts rarher 


chan their Loyalty, in ſubmiztivg io the hard-» 
eſt Circumſtances rather than violecing thetr 
naturel 2nd (worn Allegiance, 

The i'r, adds now, bat they wer? not bound 
i” conſcience to ſuomit to thiſe 1/ſcypers. ( The 
Queſtion is whether the DoRtur's Principles 
and Arguments do not equally conclude for 
their Submiſſi..n to thoſe @ſuyprd Powers 7 ) and 
this he ſays he roved, breauſe their Groernment 
was newer [itled, bn. 2, eccording tg his notion of 
a Settlement. And rhat 15 age 1 according to one 
branch of jr, a nitjonal conſent 114 Parhament 
or by the Peoples Repreſecniatty:s, 

And here the Dr. takes a pgrear Vindic. 
deal of pains ro prove thac ite p. 42, 4I» 
Rimmp and Cromwe? bad ro tuch 

national conſent, ar.d cercfore their Govern» 
ment was not throughly fzil:d, To v.h.chi 
anſwer, 

1. That all the DoRor':t Arguments equally 
conclude for Su>miilion to tioſe Uſurparions 
as tO any other, 

2+ That they mig'.r be (crled according ro 
the Doctor's norion of 2 Settlement, notwith. 
ſtanding what he hath oppcs'd ro the con 
trary 

1. That all his Arguments equz!ly conclude 
for Submitſien to thoſe 25 to any 0:!1-r tMſur- 
pations, though they had not the formal cor- 
ſent of the People. I ſhall mention wo, 
His Arguments to prove his notion of a 7#-. 
rY0ug9 Settizmert, and Hs Arguments to prove 
the neceility of ſubmitting to Liurped Pywers, 

1. His Argument to prove his Notion cf-a 
Sertlementc, His Anfiverer h2d 05jc- ; 
&ed againſt ic, That Settiement wits a 
term in law and imply'd Righ', which 
he admits 1n - ettlements according 
to Law, but in Settlement of towers againſt 
Law, 1© muſt be uicerſiood- of ric Sertiement 
of Pofſeſ3on, and odvtous expoſition of: 
Sertleinent in ſuch cis is a Settlement of Poſſeſs» 
on, Very well! This Settlement ( (uch as it 
js) the Rumpers and Cromwell had, for they 
were poſleſs'd of the Government, 2nd acd- 
miniſtred the Power, and made Laws, and 
goyern'd the Peaple, And we may ale rhe 

DoQor's 


Vindic, 
Þ- $5, 9. 
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DoRor's remark along with us to confirm the 
point, It argues great perut ſeneſs of mind to ve- 
jeft that ſenje of the word which 4s proper to the 
Subjr*i to which it 5 apply'd. That 1s, ir is very 


perverſe to ſay, thirt the Settlements of-Uſur-* 


pation are any other than the Sertlements of 
Poſſeſſion. And then I doubt it muſt Iike- 
wiſe be perverſe to ſay that the Rumpers and 
Cromwell were nor ſetled Governments. To the 
ſame purpoſe the Dr. ſays afterwards, 
P. 7,8. That all the Convocation ſays relates to 
viſible and aftual alterations of Govern- 
ment. Now (fays he) thi #s matter of fact, not 
of *ight + and therefore the ſettlement of ſuch Al- 
- ferattors ts an aQual not a ligal Settlement of 
th.m, And altual and wiſpble Settlement i all 
that f, requird to an atual and viſible tranſlation 
of K:ngdoms.- Is that all that 1s requir'd ? Then 
they had all tat is requir'd ; for their Go- 
vernments were as aTual and tiſrble as any 
other : Cromwe!! for ſome years poſſeſs'd the 
- Government, and dy'd in the poſſeſſion of it, 
and left the polleſſion to his fon : and 'there- 
fore 2s far as a&al and viſeble will go, ft Is as 
2004 a Plea tor rivſe Uſurpations as for any 
other. This is what the Door offers in 
proof to juſtifie his N tion of a Settlemert, and 
which in all reſpe&s. fits Cromwell j»ft as if it 
. had been made for bim. And if they are Argue» 
ments ſufficient to prove a Scrtlement, then 
| they likewiſe prove that Cremwell's Govern- 
ment was ſuch a Settlement, 
2, All the DoRor's. Arguments for Submiſ- 
Fion to wſuped Powers equally conclude for 
Submiſſion whether there be ſuch a conſent 
of the People or no; as his DoArine and ac- 
count of Providence, Then God ſets 
Caſe of up Kings, whyn by bis Providence he 
Alleg. p. advaices him to the Throne. and puts 
1214.36. ſovertign Authority into bus bands. 
He % King who u (etle1 in the Throne 
in the aftual adminiſtration of ſour eign Power, 
That the aftual adminiſtration of Authority #5 the 
only evidence we bave that they have receuued it 
from God. His Argumerrt from Relatives or 
Relations or whet he will pleaſe to call it, that 
- Government and Alleg. arc ſuch Relatives or 
Relations as do mutuo ſe ponere & tollere. That 
attual Dominion and ſovereign Power 
Vindic. is the Relation that makes 4 King. 
P-:37, 38. Tit God inveſts a Prince with bis 
Authority by placing Fim on the 


Throne, and he has the aFixal Authio® pi, 36; 
rity who at ually adminiſters the Goe 

ve-nment, and it is aftua! Authority which is Gods 
Authority. "Now all theſe, if they have any 
force at all, equally conclude for Submiſſion 
to all Uſurpers, whether they hav* or have 
not the conſent of the People, and that-makes 
no manner of alteration in the Argument; for 
a providextial advance to the Throne, and the 
Poſſeſſion, and altial adminiftiration of Power, 
and the evidence of ir, and altual Authority. 
theſe are all the ſame whether the People 
conſent or nor, -And if the Rump and Cromwel 
had nor a national conſent, yer they were pro- 
videntially advanced to the Throne, and 
aQually adminiſtred the Government; and 
chcrefore according to his Arguments they 
muſt have God's Authority, and therefore 
ought to have been obey'd. And the ſame is 
to be (aid of his Arguments from Scripture, of 
Gods removing and ſetting up Kings, which ac- 
cording to him means no more than remo- 
vying from, and putting #nto the 

attuzl adminifiration of ſovereign Vindic, 
Power, -and he rells us from p, 50. 

S. Auſtin, that Reges are a Regendo, 

and pcremprorily aſſerts, it is certain he who 
has the exerciſe of the Regal Power and Authori- 
ty is King, whether we call him ſo, or no. Let 


them be call'd Rump or Protettor or by any 


other name or names. And (o likewiſe for 
his Interpretation of the 13 to the 
Komans, the general Expreſſion all 
Powers, The Scriptures giving no dj- 
retHion, but to ſubmit, and pay all the 
Obedience of Subjefts to the Preſent Caſe of 
Powers, and the making no diſtinfi- All.p.18, 
01 between rightful Kings and Hſur- 
pers, betwren Kings whom we muſt, and Kings 
whom we muſt not obey, &c. Now all this rea- 
ſoning extends to all Uſu withour any 
manner of limirarion from the conſenr of the 
People, for all thoſe Uſurpers (the Rump and 
Crom.) were the Preſent Powers, and therefore 
(according ro him) within the intention of 
that Precept, whether the Natjon conſented 
or -no;z and the Scripture hath made no di- 
ſtin&ion berween Uſurpers who have, and 
Uſurpers who have not the Peoples conſent, 
And (as he ſays) hy ſhould we 
think the Apoſtle here intends a di- Caſe of 
ſlinliion unknown in Scripture. The All, p. 20» 
Dos 


Vindic. 
P. 57+ 
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Doftor to prove his Expoſition argues 
thus; hes the Apoſtle ſeys All power Is of 
God, there us no reaſon to confine this to all lt- 
gal Powers, anleſs it were evidently the Doftrine 
of Scripture that uſurped Powers are not of God, 
which us ſo far from being true, that the contrary 
& evident. And this is a reaſon direGly againſt 
all that he ſays here, when the Apoſtle ſays All 
Power is of God, thee is no reaſon to confine this 
to all Powers conſented to by the People, unleſs 
it wire evidently the Dofrine of the Scripture, that 
Powers without the conſent of the people are not of 
God, which i ſo far from being true, that the 
contrary #s evident. And the conſequence is, 
That this Precept Is to be interpreted of all 
Uſurpers, or of none, and the Dr. muſt in. 
rerpret it of the Ramp and Cromwe!l, or- diſ- 
charge his Argument as inſufficient. And ler 
the Dc. at his leiſure ſhew me where in Scri- 
prure A Yower and the Preſent Powers and the 
obedience to them is limired to a national 
Conſent, or where there is ſuch a diſtinRion 
that the higher Powers by the conſent of the 
People cughr to be obcy'd, and the higher 
Powers wi'hout their conſent may not; if he 
will not underrake it, all his Argument ! m 
a national conſent ſignifies nothing, if he 1 /ill 
he muſt renounce with a witneſs. Buc the 
truth is, This buſineſs of the Peoples Conſent 
ſeems to me to be put in for no other end, but 
to ſtop the mouth of an ObjeRioo, which the 
Dr. foreſaw would open wide upon him, bur 
does not at all concern his Aypotheps which 
ſtands or falls wittout any manner of relation 
tolt. For how come the People to have any 
ſhare in God's Providence in ſetting up Kings ? 
or what have they to do with Gods Autho- 
rity ? or how comes it to paſs that their con» 


'Y ſear makes it a duty to obey God's Authority, 


and their diſſent makes irc no duty ? Thoſe 
men indeed that (ay thar all Power is origi- 
nally in the People, and that they may re- 
ſume ir, and diſpoſe it as they pleaſe, for 
them to ſay that the-conſenr of a People fer- 
tles a Government or makes ir, is agreeable 
enough to their Principles, and the People 
derive to the perſons governing the Authori- 
ty that is originally in themſclves. But for 
them chat maintain ir as a Principle that all 
fovereign Authoriry is of God, to talk of the 
Peoples conſent as neceſſary ro make Obedi- 
eace a duty to thar Authority, is a contradl- 


&ion ; and ir is a fine Do&rine to ſay that the 
Authority is deriv'd from God, but the Obe- 
dience to it is deriv'd from the Peoples own 
conſent. And this it ſeems was the caſe here , 
for the Dr, tells us with reipe& to thoſe Uſur. 
pations, that it was lewfsl to ſubmit to them, 
tho they were not bound in conſcience to do 
it. Now If jt was lawful for them ro ſubmit 
and become Subje&s to thoſe Uſurpations, then 
they had God's Authorlty ; for ic is not law- 
ful ro become SubjeRs ro perſons who have 
not God's Authority, if they were nor bound 
in Conſcience, then their obedience to God's 
Authority depended purely upon their own 
conſent : And that is, God by his Providence 
gives the Uſurpers Authority, and the People 
by their Conſent make Ir a duty to obey ir; 
And o the matter is divided; the Authority 
of Government Is from God, and the duty 
of the People from themſelves. If the Dr. 
hath a mind to deliver his preſent Argument 
from theſe conſequences, let him give ſome - 
other account of the Peoples conſent, and [ 
am afraid ir muſt come to one of theſe two, 
either that Uſurpers have nor God's Authori- 
ty, or if they have, then the Peoples conſent is 
not neceſlary to make obedience a duty : if 
the firſt, ch:zn his Hyporheſis, and moſt pare 
of his rwo books, (ignifie nothing; if the fait, 
then all chat he ſays on-.the preſent head fig- 
nifies as litrle, 

2, Thoſe Uſurparions migh* he ſerled ace 
cording to the Dofocr's No:ion of a Settle- 
ment, notwichſtanJling what Fe ha.h oppos'd 
to che con:rary, Now It will be necdlck to 
reprat the DoRor's Notion of a <ertlement at 
lengrh. He docs not think convenient to in- 
fiſt upon ic himſelf, He takes ſ1n&uary only 
in one (mall branch of ir, The ſubmiſſion or con« 
ſent of the great Body of the Nation, And me- 
thinks fince t!ie Dr. inſiſts ſo much upon ic, he 
ſhould have given us ſome ſmall p:oof, or if 
that could nor be had, ſomthing like a proof, 
chat che Peoples Con'tnt is Included in the No- 
tion of a S-:t/ement, or that a ſetled Government 
ro which God anaexes his Autho- 
rity by plaja conf-ution means Caſe of All, 
the Peopics conſene All the reſt p. 9, 
of the Branches ( for this ſame 
thorough Seril-mer. according to him is « 
great compolicion ) viz, The whole ad4miniſtra- 
tion of Government, the whole pore of the N4# 
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tion, all things done in bis name, wid by bis Au- 
thority. Theſe the Dr. hath taken great care 
of, ard all his Arguments are one Way or 
ether a proof of, But this of the Peoples 
Conſent mult ſhift for ir ſelf; if ir will ſerve to 
anſwer an ObjeQion well and good, bur for 
proving ir no matrer for that, tho it ſeems, 
Cas the Dr. now ſtares the matter) it is not 
one branch but the chief, nay for any thing I 
can ſee it is all the Serrlemenr, or however 1t 
is ( cfential ro ir, that all the reft are notning 
withour it,” Poſſeſſion of the T-rone by providence, 
Tie whole adminiiration of the Government and 
the Power of the Nation, all things bring atte4 
in the uUſurptrs name, and by bis Anthority, All 
theſe, and I know not how much more, fig- 
nifie nothing at all wich reſpe&'to the dury 
of Obedience-wirthout the Peoples Conſent 3 and 
the Dr. does not deny but Cromwe!! had all 
this; and whether he had the Peoples Con- 
ſent ve come now to examine, 
Now what the Dr. means by the 
Peoples Confent we have 11 pag, 
Caſe of All. 69, for having in his Caſe cf al. 
P. 47. leg. expreſſed this by National 
Conſtnt, National AG, and the 
Repreſentatives of the Nation, it was anſwer'd, 
© a; to the National Conſent in Parlia- 
ment, thar is part of the Conſtitution, bur 
* what js that to Ufurpation, which may as 
« well uſurp upon all branches as upon one ? 
He replies, 1 do not uge 4 National Conſent zn 
Parliame t, confader'd as-part of the Conſtitution, 
but barely conſider'd a5 a N-tional Conſent ; for 
a National Conſent and Submiſſion i, neceſſary to 
the Settlement of any new Government ; and this 
mult be declared -by one means or other, And 
according ro this account, Cromwell had the 
Conſent of the great body of the Nation to his 
Government, by other As virtually decla- 
ring ir, and by a forml and expreſs Conſenc 
ſo tar as Repreſentatives z!egally choſen could 
make ſuch a Conſent. 

1+ By As virtually declaring it: When he 
was proclaimed Protefor, there were gene- 
ral Acclamations, and ſuch other Expreſſions as 
are uſual upon the proclaiming a new King, and 
after thar more cxpreſs Acknowledgments : 
he was publickly and ſolemnly treated by the 
, Ciry under the Chara&er of -upreme Gover- 
pour, aud in that Charater own'd and fſub- 
mitted to by che moſt, if nor by the whole of 
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the Nation; ſo that if the Conſent of the Peo- 
pic my be virtually declar'd he certainly 
had It, 

2, He had a formal and expreſs Conſent ſo 
far as Repreſentatives i//ega/ly choſen could 
make ſuch a conſent. He ſummon'd two Par. 
liamenrs, both of them met upon his Writ, 
both of them own'd his Authority, and @- 
lemnly recogniz'd ir. Bur to this the Dr, 
hath ſome O :j-&ions. 

1. That the Parliament ſummon'd according to 
the direftions of the Inſtrument (of Government 
agreed on by Cromwell and his Officers ) never 
could make a National Covſent, And I pray 
mark his Reaſons, for they are two; x. For 
they were not choſen according to the ancient uſa- 
ges and Cuſtoms of the Nation, a very weighty 
Reaſon according to the Do&or's Principles, 
for. neither is an Uſurper a King according to 
the ancient Uſagrs and Cuſtoms of the Nation, 
And if the C-men: of the People by their Re. 
pre(enr2tives cangor be niade but by the anci- 
ent - utoms and i”"agts of the Nation, then a Par- 
hament call'd ity an Uſurper can make no ſuch 
Con-car, This Rezſon 1 ſuppoſe came from 
him unawares, 

2. His ſecond Reaſon is, Nor were they the 
Repreſentatives of the Nation, but only of a pres 
wailing Party and Fadtion; and his reaſon of 
that 1s, for that Artic. 14. ( of the Inſtrument) | 
'ti proviata no prrſons aiding, adviſing, aſſiting, 
or avetting 3n the wer againſt the Parliament fince 
41, unleſs they had been ſince in the Parliaments 
Service, and given ſignal Teſtimonies of their good 
affettions, ſhould give any Vote in the Eleftion 
of Members, And what proportion did theſe 
bear to the whole Nation ? Moft of thoſe that 
had been a&ive in the Kings Service were 
fled, ſeveral turn'd to the Government and 
were within che Qualification z and how many 
were the reſt? certainly very few in compa- 
riſon of the whole. So that notwithſtanding 
ſuch reftriion, thoſe that were ele&Red might 
repreſent the great Body of the Nation, which 
is all the Dr. requires to ſuch a Conſent, But 
here the Dr. obje&s again, 7bat after ſuch Elt- 
(tion they were not Parliament men, unleſs thy 
wire approved to be Perſons not diſabled by tht 
majoy part of the Council; and accordingly he 
rells us, thar many perſons who were rerurn'd 
in the ſecond Parliament were not approved, 
which occaſion'd a Remonſirance — 
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by near a hundred. And what then > One 
Parliament I hope , is ſufficient to give the 
peoples conſent. The people in two years 
time (the diſtance between the two Parlia- 
ments) might grow weary of the Uſurpation, 
and ſend up Members of another temper ; but 
what did that fgnifie to their choice before? 
were any of the firſt Parliament ſecluded upon 
that account ? That the Dr. does not ſay ; but 
for that he tells us, The firſt Parliament be- 
gan to be very buſie about the New Govern- 
mer.t ( but in what particulars he does not 
ſay } but the Protetor ſent for them into the 
Painted Chamber , and tanght them better. 
Well! then they were better raught, and com- 
ply'd with hum. And he before their next 
litting, appointed a New Telt ; and one branch 
of it was ( as the Dr. repeatsit ) I do hereby 
freely promiſe and engave my ſe'f to be true 
and faithful to the Lord Protettor. And he 
tells that diy one hundred ard thirty Members 
took it, and for ought appears to the contrary, 
all the reſt took it afterwards. And is not 
this a pure argument, that they did not con- 
ſent to his Government 2 I ſuppoſe becauſe 
they took an Oath to bs erue and faithful to 
him. And ſo the Dr. hath fairly prov'd 
his point. 

Well! however that be, it can never 
be deny'd, no not by the DoCtor himlelf , 
but that a very great number did expreſly 
conſent ? And what became of them 2? 
Why truly, according to him , they became 
Subjects ; for it was /arful to ſubmit: and 
when they had ſubmitted, 1t became a duty to 
them, tho the reſt were free. So that all they 
that took the Engagement , were Subjects to 
the Rumpers ; and all that took the Oath to 
Oliver, ft otherwile expreſly conſented to his 
Government , were his Subjects, and the relt 
were Subjects to King Charles, or rather to 
no body, but were in intereſt engag'd to him. 
And what a ſpecial Soctety have we got here ? 
one part of the ſame Society are Subjects to 
one perſon, another part to another, or rather, 
abſolutely free: one Party are oblig'd in Con- 
ſcience and by their Oaths , to ſupport one Go- 
vernment with their Lives and Fortunes the 
other Party are oblig'd by Intereit ( a Prin- 
ciple found by experience, to be much ſtronger 
than Oaths or Conſcience ) to pull it down, 


and to ſet up another ; and according fo their 
diftcring obligations, they were bound to cut 
one anothers Throats at the firſt opportunity. 
Now the Dr. may call this a Humane Society if 
he pleaſe ; but it ſuits better by half with a So+ 
ciety of Wolves and Tygres. 
The Dr. has forgot , that one Cafe of Alleg. 
of his principal Aruments for p. 35, 39. 
Submititon to Uſurpers, s the 
neceſſity of Government to preſerve Humane 
Soczertes ; for Humane Societies muſt not diſ- 
ſolve mto a«MWob, or Mir. Dobs's State of - 
Nature. And yet it ſeems to anſwer an Ob- 
jection , it mutt diffulve into ſomething very 
like them. To ſerve that purpoſe, the Dr. 
ſuppoſes that no man who conſiders it well, 
will call that a Civil Government, or a Civil 
Society, to which Authority and Obedrence # 
Eſjential. But to ſerve another purpoſe, All 
Authority and Obedience is ftated quite away, 
and they may ſubmit, or not ſubmit with- 
out fin, 5. e. there is a Society, where 25 
neither King, nor SubjeF, no Authority to 
command, nor Duty to obey, When the Dr» 
is to prove ſubmiſſion to Uſurpers, from the 
neceliities of Government to preſerve Humane 
Societies 3 why then, if God will preſerve Hu» 
mane Society, we muſt conclude, that when he 
removes one King out of the Throne, he gives 
his Authority to him whom he places there, 
for without Authority, Humane Societies muſt 
dizband ; Power may tye men together a 
while, but can never unite them into a Ci- 
vil Body , without the Bonds and Ligaments 
of Duty and Conſcience. But when the Dr. is 
tor vandicating his Arguments from laying any 
Reproach on the Loyal Sufferers, then he ſtates 
the matter ſo plain, as no body can miſtake 
or miſrepreſent it : and that is, that we mult 
conclude no ſuch thing at all; we muſt not 
conclude, that God has given his Authority to 
him that 1s placed on the Throne, and the ne- 
ceſſities of Government for preſervation of 
Humane Soctety, do not grve Authority to him 
that governs, and lay an obligation of duty 
on the Subjett , and Societies muſt hang toge- 
ther as well as they can. For there are no 
Bond's and Ligaments of Duty and Conſcience 
For he tells us very expreſly , that 
the Subjetts were not m thoſe Vind p.66. 
days boynd in Conſcience to ſub 
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mit to thoſe uſurped porrers, who notwith- 
ſtanding afually govern'd , and exercis'd the 
whole adminiſtration of Government for ſome 
years. Well ! I perceive ſome Objections will 
not be anſwer'd , except a man contradicts 
himſelf; but they mult be anſwer'd, however. 
The Dr. g:es on to tell us, that 
ſince here was no ſuch ſettlement 
as_would obl;7e the Subjetts in 
conſeience to obey and ſibmit , he ſhewed 
there were other very great reaſons wi,y they 
ſpould net ſubmit. And this, he ſayes, an- 
jwers all my little cbjetttons. | 
. Now we are once apain to remember, that 
the Dr. quarrels with me, {or altering b3s Or- 
der ai:d Mcthod; and telis me, there 1s more 
of art than honeſty in 1t : And here again he 
has done it hinsfelf. For all that is ſaid before 
cn this Head , w:s urg'd by him m the latt 
place , and accordingly in the ſame order an» 
twer'd: and in his Vindication he hath begun 
with it, and inverted his own order ; and 'tis 
plain Artifice, to diſguiſe the weakneſs and 1n- 
ſufficiency of thoſe other matters he then urg'd ; 
for had he reply'd to them In the ſame order, 
every Reader might have perceiv'd it. The 
Objection ( which he calls a 
prejudice } which he laid] down, 
and which he was to anſwer, 
was , That his Hypotheſis e- 
qually ſerv'd all Revolutions, Rump, Prote- 
Gor, &c. and yet under that Ciſurpation, the 
Loyal Party thought themſelves baund in con- 
ſcience to oppoſe 1t at theur utmnſt peril : And 
ſhall we arraign them all as re\ſtivg God's 
Ordinance ? His Anſwer is, There 2s 4 great 
difference between the two caj:s ; and he un- 
dertook to ſhew it upon many accounts: and 
adds, And all together will be more than an- 
ſwer enough, My Anſwer was, 
Poſtſcr. p.14. © Thoſe were no differences as 
*to the matter before us of 
* Snbhmuion to Utſurped Powers. And 
what does he reply to this, with reſpect 
to thoſe many difterences he reckons up 2 not 
one finple word ; but reſolves all his Anſwers 
into the former Reply. For inltance, he had 
urg'd as one great dittcrence, The great Villas 
nies of theſe days , epen and bare-fac'd Re» 
bellion, the murder of one of the beſt Prances. 
L anſwer'd , che Dr. maintains , that ſubmiſ: 
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fion is due to Uſurped Poivers, by what ill 
means ſoever they attain'd it ; that therefore 
makes no difference im his argument. He re- 
plyes, Moat not to prejudice miſe and goed 
men againſt al! comp.zances ? He ſhould have 
added what he ſays in his Caſe of Allegiance, 
though they had been lawful ; and that would 
have ſhewn the unreaſonableneſs of urging 
prejudices, f.r the practice of wiſe and goo 
men, againſt what had been /azwful. He adds, 
for who that cen'd poſſibly avaidit ; a:d to 
explain this, he tells us tn a Parenthelis ( that 
1s where (trict duty does not oblige, mor arve- 
Siftable force cor ſtram)) world ſubnut to [ici 
men: 4. e. Tie former Reply of 20 bens 
bound in con{c1et ce, becauſe that Government 
was rot ſet led. He urg*d the barbarony 
ufage of the King's triends, &c. I anfwer'd, 
this made ſome difference m point of intereſt, 
but none un point of conſcience, He replyes, 
nor did I ſry it did; only it created an A- 
verſneſs. ( He had before ſaid, 1t made zt 
uſeleſs and amp: /ſ:bje; but now #t created an 
averſereſs, as more agreeable to his preſeat 
Reply ) which was a Reaſon not to ſubmit, 
when they were not obliged in conſcience ; the 
former Reply again, tho not one word of it 
tn his Cale o! Allegiance. - He urg'd the Church 
of England w.ts overturn'd, B:ſhops,Deans,&c. 
turn'd out. IT anſwer'd, the Ca/e was concer« 
nin} Civil Groernment , not Eccleſiaſtical : 
he replyes, But yet whoever loves the Church, 
rrill not chooſe to ſubmit, (when they are 10: 
obliged in Conſcience ) co ſuch U/urpitions 
mn the State, as overthrow the Church. The 
former Rep!y (till; and of which there is not 
the leailt mention 1n the Ca'e of Allegrance ; 
but I think the dire:t contrary: For I ask, 
had they been bound to ſubinit® notwith- 
ſtanding ſuch invations on the Church , 
it the Government had been throughly ſet- 
led 2 This he intimates by his Re- 
ply; and then I would defire him 
to explain what he means, when 
he fays in his Caſe of Allegiance , they ad 
no way to keep their Livings , eſpecially if 
they were of any value, but by renouncing the 
Church of England, as well as by ſubmiſſton to 
that Government , which ( layshe ) I believe 
notwithſtandins ther ready complyance in 
talung the Oaths, the Clerty at this day, 
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wou'd more univerſally have refuſed , than 
they did then. What if it be a duty to ſub- 
wit, and take the Oaths > Dces Allegiance to 
the Civil Government ceaſe to be a duty, if 
they overturn the Church 2 This will reflect 
upon St. Paul's Doctrine , and the practice of 
the PrimitivegChrittians , under the Heathen 
Emperours. And I doubt I had very good 
reaſon to make this Anſwer, * I hope the being 
* diſabled to keep a Living, eſpecially if it be 
* a good one, is not a ſufficient Reaſon to 
* rebel. The Dr. is pleaſant in his Reply, and 
tells me, he would deſire me carefully to con- 
ſider 12, for it did not concern them, Very 
well! but it coricerrs him , or elſe his reaſon 
above, is very ridiculous: for if men may 
refuſe to ſubmit , when it is a duty, becauſe 
they cannot hold a good Living according to 
the Conltitutions of the Church : Then I doubt 
it follows, that Civil Duty is to be meaſur'd, 
not by a Thorough Settlement , but by Eccleſi- 
aſtical Preferments, 

Another difference the Dr. mention'd , was, 
Toe whole Government in Church and State 
was overturn'd,. which was the Fundamental 
Conſtitution of the Nation« I anſwer'd, © This 
* was but changing the Form of Government ; 
©* and the Convocation ſpeaks of Degenerate 
* Foi ms of Government ; and Ul urpedl Powers 
* are not to be limited to a King, but to a 
* Goverment ; and the uſurping upon the 
*Lords and Commons , as well as upon the 
* King, 1s but Uſurp.tion (till. He replyes, I 
grant it, but when ſuch degenerate Forms 
are not thoroughly ſettled , the ſubverſion of 
the Fundamental Conſtitution, 1s a rea/rmable 
prejudice againſt ſibmiſſion , when it 3s not 
a duty. 

So that we have nothing but the f.me An- 
ſwer over and over. In his Caſe of Alegre 
grance, he mentions a great many Citterences ; 
and I had ſuited my Anſwers to them , ard 
ſhew'd they made no Cifterence in the Argu- 
ment ; and when he comes to rep!y, he gives 
one Reply to them all. And that 1s, that all 
his diflerences are come to one ſingle difte- 
rence; and the Queſtion at lait is come mito 
a narrow compals ; - and with reſpect to the 
duty of Submution to Uſurped Powers, the 
Queltion is not, whether they attain the U- 


ſurpation by Villarics, or by barbarous uſage of 


honeſt and loyal people, or by encroachments 
on the Church , and the perſecution of its 
members, or by overturning the Legal Conti. 
tution ; but the ſingle Queſtion 1s, whether 
the Government be ſettled , and all the reſt 
ſigmbe nothing to the Argument, And this 1 
had told him , sf he wou'd 
prove the Government of thole Poſter. Pp. 15, 
Uſurpations was not ſettled, 
he mizht let all the reſt alone. And which 
he hath now done in his Reply, tho he wou'd 
not ſeem to do it : fo that my Objections, as 
[attle as they are , have oblig'd him to quit 
theſe differences , as making no Gifterence in 
the Argument, which he cannot deny, tho he 
cannot endure to own it. For what difference 
did the v1//anies of thoſe days, make in the 
Argument 2 Why truly, it prejudic'd wiſe 
and yooa men ( as all wvillaxzes do one as 
well as another) and where no /tri& duty ob- 
lig*d, who would ſubmit 2 That is, the diffe- 
rence in the Argument lyes not tn the preju- 
dice, but in not being a ſtri@F duty, What 
difference Cid the Barbarons uſage of the Kings 
friends, make in the Argument ? Why, it cre» 
ated an aver/ion ( as Hanging, and Impriſon- 
ments, and ſuch like kindneſles are apt to do) 
and was a reaſon not to ſubmit, when they 
were not obzg'd in conſcience; 3. e. the diffe- 
rence in the Argument, lyes in the not beg 
ob'ig'd in conſcience, and not in the averſion. 
What difterence did the overturning the 
Church, and the being di/abled to keep a good 
L tv1n7, make in the Argument * Why, who- 
-ver woes the Churcl ( and a good Living ) 
wall not chooſe to ſubmit, when not cblag'd mm 
conſcience. So that had Cromuwel! reitor'd 
Epiſcopacy and the Churc/ Lands , all would 
have been well, and he might have had a Caſe 
of Aileg:ance due to Sovereign Prance; wrote 
in juſtification of ſubmiilion to hrn. What 
difference did the overeurnng the Conſtitution 
make in the Argument 2 Why, it 1s a reaſo+ 
nav'e prejudice ( asthe peoples making whom 
they pleaſe King in an Hereditary Monarchy 
may be) againſt ſubmiſſion when the Govern 
ment 1s not thoroughly ſettled, and when t 
3s ot a duty: i.e, the dificrence in the Ar- 
gument lyes in the Government #ot bezng 
ſettled, and not 11 the preznaice, It 15 there- 
tore evident enough, that all thoſe make no 
C 2 a. 
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difference in the Argument ; and if the Dr. had 
reply'd in the ſame order, with his own me- 
thod and my Anſwer, every body would have 
perceiv'd it ; but inltead of that, he is for new 
jtating the matter. And the Reaſon of their 
non-complyance, is to be refolv'd into nothing 
but prejudice and intereſt ; altho he himſelf 
had put it into the ObjeCtion. They ehonught 
themſelves bound in Conſci- 
ence to oppoſe that Vſurpation 
at their utmoſt peril: and at 
the end of his Anſwer expreſlrs 
it, thoſe who thought it their duty never 
to ſubmit to that wicked Tſurpation. 
I am now come to my Parting Objection 
in the P:ſtcripr, of which the 
Vindic. p. 71. Dr. gives us this fair account, 
That ze 25 /o very, ridiculous, 
that had he begun with it , I ſhould have 
thought he had only intended at for a Feſt ; 
tut I am now ſo well acquainted with his 
way of reaſoning, that I am ſatisfied he 
capable of thinking it an Argument. Upon 
my Word, this is very big ; and a man would 
imagine, there was ſomething very wretched 
and trifling in the Argument. But I am fo 
well acquainted with ls way of repiying, that 
I am confident here is ſomething he cannot 
anſwer, and therefore 1t is to be run down 
with ſcorn and contempt. It Arguments will 
not be anſwer'd, let them be hooted at; and 
perhaps with ſome Readers, that may do as 
well: and tho I donot believe, that the Dr. 1s 
capable of thinking , that ſuch things are 
Anſwers ; yet I donot know, but he may be 
capable of thinking , that fome people may 
take lofty and ſcorntul words, fer good and 
plain Anſwers. Well ! let us ſee how ridzcu- 
ious the Drs. Anſwer makes 1t. 
The Argument is this, *If 
Poſtſcript, p.15- * poſlefion of SovereignPow- 
: © ex contrary to Law,be Gods 
, Authority , and, ought to be obey'd, then 
« whatſoever Sovereign Power a Prince poſſeſſes 
* himſelf of, is Iikewife God'sAuthority,& ought 
* to be obey'd, He anſwers, But where do I jay, 
that poſſeſſion of Soverexgn Power contrary to 
Law, 1s G1d's Authority? A pleaſant Que- 
ſftion, Where did he not ſayit - It 1s but all 
over his Book : What is Uſurpation, but pof- 
{eilion of power contrary to Law ? And it the: 
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Dr. hath any other definition of it , he would 
do well to produce it. But for a man who 
writes a Book, to juſtifie ſubmifſion to 1/e- 
gal and Uſurped Powers, as having God's 
Authority, to as& me, where he ſaid, that 
poſſeſſion of Sovereign Power contrary to Law, 
# God's Authority, 18 a Feſt indeed. But here 
the Dr. is very angry , asif IY:d done him 
ſome wrong , and tells me, I do not pretend 
that he ſaid is m expreſs words, but this I 


ſuppſe 15 the ſenſe of what he ſays : and adds, 


. But 1 deſire le would heep to my words , fur [ 


will anſwer tor none of his ſenſes, unleſs I 
were better ſatisfied both of ns underſtanding 
and honeſtly, Now I do not Celire the Dr; 
ſhould anſwer for any of my ſenſes, unleſs he 
could anſwer a little better for his own. Let 
him but anſwer for his own, and1 will be fa- 
tified ; but he will not do that. And I mnt 
tell him, that deny;ng his (ſenſe, 1s not anſwe. 
ring for it. For for all his impertinent Rho 
domontade, that which I have faid, 1s his ſenſe, 
or elſe his Book is not his ſenſe : for what 
does he mean by . 1/{egal Powers , but powers 
contrary to Law ? And (which 1s the Cream 
of the Jeſt ) he immediately adds, I ſay in- 
deed, that a Prince who 3s ſettled in the 
poſſeſſion of Sovereign Power , tho he have no, 
Legal Title to the Crown , has God's Autho- 
rity ; #.e. he fays the ſame thing , that he 
tnakes ſuch a terrible ſwaggering at me for 
ſaying: for ſays he, and what then ? there- 
fore Poſſeſſion of Sovereign Power contrary to 
Law , 1s God's Authority, how does this fol- 
low 2 And. how- does it otherwiſe then follow 2 
For what I pray is a Prince not having a Le- 
gal Title, but a Prince contrary to Law ? and 
what is ſuch a Prices poſſeſſion of Sovereign 
Power , but the. poſſeſſion of it contrary to 
Law ? And if he hath God's Authority by 
vertue of his polleflion of Sovereign Power 
contrary to Law, then it follows that pofſefion 
of. Sovereign Power contrary to Law, is God's 
Authority. And does not he 

tell us, That the Authority of Vind. p. 46. 
Government , 2s alwazs God's 

Authority : And what does he .mean by Go- 
vernment, but the Pofſetſion of Sovereign 
Power 2 And what hath he to ſay to this ? 
He adds, Cannot God ſettle a King upon the 
Throne, without a Legal Title, bur he muſt be 
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Freſumed to give him Authority, whenever be 
bas power , to govern by an arbitrary wil, 
againſt the Laws of the Land ? Cannot God 
make a King, without giving him Authority 
ro do all that he has power todo ? Now the 
Dr. has the beſt faculty of turning his Queſti- 
ons that ever I law, when he is to prove, that 
God pives his Authority to Illegal and Uſur- 
ped powers ; then the Queſtion is, Cannot 
God make a King without a Legal Title Is 
God confin'd to Humane Laws in matlun 

Kings? And when he 1s to prove, that thele 
Ulurpers are to govern according to Law, then 
he is for asking, Cannot God ſet up a King, 
without a Legal! Title , but he muſt be pre- 
ſum'd to give him Authority to govern againſt 
the Laws of the Land > No doubt but God 
can do both ; but that is not the Queſtion. 
And if we muſt anſwer by Queſtions his Que- 
{tion plainly turns upon him , Cannot God 
make a King, without confining him to go- 
vern by the Laws of the Land, as well as witk- 
out a Legal Title ? No doubt he can do that 
it he pleaſe. And this brings us to the merits 
ot the Cauſe, which the Dr. would fain ſhift 
off, And the Queſtion is, if a Prince in a 
Limited Monarchy, pollefles himſelf of Arbi- 
trary Sovereign Power , and aCtually 'admi- 
niſters it contrary to Law , whether according 
to his Principles he hath not God's Authority, 
and ought to be obey'd, and we have not the 
ſame Evidence that he hath it that we have, that 
Uſurped Powers have God's Authority. And 
that 1s Poſſeſſion and Providence : and if we 
muſt preſume, that God gives his Authority to 
an Uſurper , who is in pofſeiſion of Sovereign 
Power contrary - to Law , I would fain fee a 
Reaſon why we mult not preſume, that God 
gives his Authority to a Prince, who poſleſles 
and exerciſes Arbitrary Sovereign Power con- 
trary to Law 2 Ard it the Law mutt be our 
Rule, againſt the poſſeflion of Arbitrary Power, 
why is it not allo our Rule, againſt Uſurped 

Powers ? The one-1s as conliltent with Sove- 

reign Power, as the other: The one God may 

give as well as the other; & the Evidence that 

God does fo, is the ſame in both. The one 

is as contrary to the Law as the other ; and the 
denyal of it, as much confines God to Hu- 

mane Laws as the other. And here my Argu- 

met plunly affects him , which he takes no 
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manner of notice of ; © The 
* aſſuming an Ilegal Power, Poſtſcript,p.15, 
* is no more againlt the Laws, 
* than legal and U/urped Powers : And God, 
* when he gives Authority , is confin'd to our 
*Laws and Conſtitutions, no more 1n the ex+ 
* tent of Power, than in the Perſon ; and the 
* only Evidence that we have that God gives it, 
*is the poſleflion of it by Providence ; and 
* whatſoever Power a Prince is polleſs'd of, 
* hath the ſame Evidence ; and conſequently. is 
* 4 branch of the ſame Authority. And Arb;- 
* trary Power is not inconfiltent with the no- 
*tion of Soveresgn Power , and whatever limi- 
* tations of Government there are now in the 
*World, they are only limitations made by 
© Humane Laws, and of no force againit God's 
* Authority. But this it ſeems ws io very ridge 
culous, that the Dr. had not one linsle word to 
ſay toit. And I mult tell um, that I am not 
only capable of thinking it an argument again't 
him, but I am capable of thinking it ſuch an 
argument as he cannot anſwer , without quit- 
ting fome of his Principles. And beciufe he 
defpiſes it ſo. much, I do here provoke him to 
it. And in the mean time, 'tis very rzdiculous, 
to ſcorn an argument ; and when he comes to 
anſwer it, to leave out the whole {trength and 
force of it. 

The Reaſon I added to confirm my Argy- 
* ment, was, © For the formal Reaſon of Ober- 
© ence to fuch a Prince, is,becauſe he hath God's 
* Authority z and the Evidence that he hath 
*that Authority , 1s, becauſe he is poſleſſed of 
f Sovereign Power. He anf(wers, Suppoſe tp, 
tho God's Authority be the forinal reaſon of 
© our obedience to 4 Prince, et at is net the 
Rule of our obedience. Very well ! Then | 
the Law is our Rule : and why I pray, is not 
the Law our Rule, with reſpect to the Perſon, 
as well as with reſpect to the duty we owe him. 
The Law directs to the Perſon, as well as tc 
the duty , and directs the duty only to thay 
Perſon: By the Law a Prince ought not to 
have Arbitrary Power ; and by the fame Law, 
an Uſurper ought to have no power at all. Vt 
therefore the Lav be our Rule, for the fame 
reaſon that we ought not to obey the as of 
Illegal Power, we ought not to obey Tjurped 
Powers at all. But the Dr tells 
us, The Authority af God, 15 
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enly an authority to govern according to 
the Laws of Grd and Nature , or the 
Lairs of the Land. Now the Doctor knows 
well enough , that in this Argument I oppoſe 
Arbitrary Sovereign Power, not to the Laws 
cf God and Nature , but tothe Laws of the 
Land, even in the ſame ſenſe the Dr. under- 
ftands Uſurped Powers ; and if poſſefſion con- 
tra:y to Law, gives Authority to Uſurpation, 
why not to Arbitrary Power ? But that I 
doubt , is a Ridiculous Queſtion too : for 
men do not love to be ask'd more Queltt- 
ons than they can anſwer. He adds, Tho 
Smwercign Princes m-y have ſuch an Au- 
thorily as muſt not be reſiſted, yet un a Lt- 
mited NMonarcly, they have no more Authority 
from God to tranſgreſs the Laws of the Land, 
than in an Alſolure Monarchy , to tranſgreſs 
the Laws of God and Nature. The Propoli- 
tion couch'd in theſe words, ts this, That in 4a 
Limited Mona» chy, a Power that tranſgreſſeth 
the Laws of the Land, is not God's Antho= 
rity, And then farewel to Uſurpation, that 
has not God's Authority : For the very be- 
ing of Uſurped Powers , 1s a furdamental 
tranſpreffion of the Laws of the Land. And 
if nitn have no Authority from Gud to tranf- 
greſs the Laws of the Land, then an Utur- 
per hath no Authority at all. Arbitrary 
Power tranſprefſeth the Laws of the Land , 
and therefore it is not Goi!'s Authority ; 
and Uſurpation tranſgreleth it ten times more: 
and therefore, if the Reaſon be good, that alſo 
is not God's Authority. He goes on, mndeed 
Arbitrary Gover::ment is not the p:ſſeſſion of 
Sovereign Power , which js God's Aurhoraty, 
but the Arbitrary Exerciſe of it» What does 
he mean by this ? Is not Arbitrary Power God's 
Authority in an Ablolute Monarchy, as well as It- 
mited power in a Limited Monarchy -It he means 
this, he ought to have prov'd it ; and he may 
yet prove it, iſ he thinks it will help his Hypo- 
thel;s. But 1t is the Arbitrary Exerciſe of #: : 
Of what, of God's Authortty , or of Sovereign 
Power?lf Arbitrary Government, be theA: btrary 
Exerciſe of God's Authority , then 1t ought to 
be obey'd; for God's Authority ought to be 
oley'd , in what manner ſoever it 1s exercisd. 
It of Sovereign Power, tizen I debre to know, 
why tbe Arbitrary Exerciſe of » Sovereign 
Power, is not the Poſſe:tion of Arbitrary So- 
wvereion Power , 2s well as the Exerciſe of a 


Limited Power, is the Poſſeſſion of that Power. 
The Dr. tells us over and over, of the wonder- 
ful efficacy of Afual Government , AAual 
Authority, Aftual Adminiſtration, which are 
but other words for the Exerciſe of it ; ard 
which are the only Evidences that God gives it, 
and 'tis that whereby God inveſts them with it. 
And why is not the Aftual Exerciſe of Arbi- 
trary Power , or the Arbitrary Exarciſe of S0- 
vereign Power ( for I know no difference ) as 
well the Evidence that God gives it, and figns 
of his inveſting them with Arbitrary Govern- 
ment, as Actual Government , and Actual Ad- 
miniſtration is an evidence, that God pives to 
them that Government they aCtually admini- 
fter. Arbitrary Government, not confin'd by 
Humane Laws, is one kind of Government, and 
a Goverment limited by Humane Laws, is 
another kind ; and why is not actual admini- 
{tration,an equal Evidence, that God gives one, 
as well as the other, that he makes a Legal King 
an Abſolute Monarch, as well as that he makes 
a Perſon who hath no Right, a Sovereign 
Prince 2 He that uſurps upon the Rights of his 
people, is no more an Uſurper , and generally 
muci leſs, than he that uſurps upon the Rights 
of the Prince : The Drs. main Principle of 
Providence, ard his main Arguments to prove 
it make no difference. And it is a little my- 
taca!, and mult fo remain. 'till the Dr. explains 
it, why the very fame Reaſons will not make 
It a duty to ſubmit to Arbitrary Power con- 
trary to the Laws of the Land, as well as to 
ſubmit to Uſurped Powers contrary to the 
ſame Laws. He adds, And tho we mnſt obey 
God's Authority, 1t does not hence follow, 
that we miſt obey the exerciſe of Arbitrary 
Power. Now I wiſh he had given us a reaſon 
for this, and therr we ſhould have ſeen the 
torce of his Anſwer. I confeſs, becauſe we 
muſt chey God's Authority, it does not 
follow , that w2 miſt ob:y the Exerciſe 
of Arbitrary Power : A:d what: is the 
Reaſon ? Becauſe the Exerciſe of Arbitrary 
Powe: in a Limited Monarchy is contrary to 
the Laws of the Land, and fo is Ufurp.:tion 
too : and if that be a good reaſon againit our 
obedience to Arbitrary Power , 't's a8 good a 
Realon agatnit our obedience to Ufurpcrs 

He goes on , And yet I do not attribute 


' Gid's Authority ( which we muſt obey im Con- 


ſerence ) to the bare poſſeſſ.on if Power, 
but 
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but to the ſettled poſſeſſion of it, that is, 
with the conſent and ſubmiſſion of the Peo- 
ple, and could a Prince change a Limited 
anto an Abſolute Monarchy by a National 
Conſent , Subjetts were then as much bound 
in conſcience to ſubmit to an Arbitra- 
xy Power , as they are now to obey the 
Laws, but then this would not be an A4u- 
thority againſt Law, but the Law would be 
charged, And this I had faid before, and 
draw'd an I:\ference from it : 
* That an lllegal Power is not 
*thrioughly fettled, nor does 
* bind the Subject to obedience, 'till it becomes 
*Legal ; tor a National Conſent may part 
*wich the Rigats of a Nation, as well as the 
*conlent of a Prince may part with his own 
* Rights, But this was very ridiculous too : 
to: the Dr. did not think fit to take notice, of 
it, tho it plainly contutes his notion of the 
Peoples Conſent, The people may paſs away 
their own Rights; but what have they to do 
with the Government , and to give away the 
Rights of that * And why may not the Con» 
{cnt of the Prince , part with the Rights 
of his People ; as well as the Conſent of 
the People, part with the Right of the Prince 2 
And a man may as well fay, that the Con- 
ſent of one man, may give away the Pa- 
trinouy of another, as to ſay, the Con- 
lent ot the People, may diſpoſe of Govern- 
ment , and the Rights of a Prince again(t his 
own Conſent. And here is the plain diffe- 
rence, the Confeat of the People to Arbitrary 
Power, makes that a Legal Government, an: 
there is no wrong done 3 but the Conſe:it of 
the 1'cople to Ulurpation, violates the Rights 
of the Legal Prince, and defrauds him of what 
by Law 1s his due. 

He proceeds, But do not T ſay, that when 
the Laws of the Land contradit the Laws of 
God, they are no Rule to us, but their obliga= 
tzon miſt give place to Droine Authorzty. 
Hz ſhould ( (ys he ) have cited the whole , 
That the Laws of the Land are the Rule of 
Conſcience, when they do not contraditt the 
Laws of God; but when they do, they are no 
Rule to us : So that the Laws of the Land 
muſt be the Rule of our obedience to Princes, 
unieſs they contraditt the Laws of God, and I 
do nou know that any of our Laws do that, 
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Say you fo? then the Laws of SucceTion mult 
be the Rule of our obedience ; and we mult 
obey none but the Legal King. And he mu:t 
fnd out a new notion ofContradiction,betore he 
can prove,that the Laws of Succefiton in an Hee 
reditary Monarchy,contradict the Laws of Gol. 

He adds, 1t is 4 certain truth, as our Aus 
thor muſt confeſs , that if the Laws of the 
Land comtraditt the Laws of God, they are 
no Rule to us : But this proves nothing 1n 
particular, without proving the Laws of thz 
Land are contrary to the Laws of God. If 
then he can prove, that by the Law of 
God we are bound to obey the Arbitrary ll 
of the Prince againſt the Laws of the Land 
whenever he will command things againſt 
Law, and bas power to cruſh us, if we will 
not obey, I will readily grant, and ſo muſt 
he, that it 1s our duty to do ut ; but 'tull 
he prove this, he. muſt not take 1t for 
granted, there is ſuch a Law. 

Nowhere we have a ſtrain of the Drs admi- 
rable Ingenuity. An unwary Reader may be 
apt from hence to conclude, that the Delign of 
my Argument |&e, had been to prove, that it 
was a duty to obey Arbitrary Power againlt 
the Laws of the Land; whereas it 13 the clean 
contrary, and proceeds upon the ſuppolition, 
that 1: 1s not a duty: and from thence I ſew 
the abſurdity of the Drs. Principles and Argu- 
ments, which equally conclude for ſubmi:jton 
to Arbitrary Power, as to Uſurpation. Ard 
yet by a tine piece of dexteri:y the Dr. would 
tyatt the abſurdittes of his own DoCtrines 
upon me, and by a ſhameleſs infinuation make 
me appear to argue for obedience to Arbitrary 
Power, when I only argue from his Principles, 
and from thence ſhew the inconſequence and 
ab{urdity of his Arguments. For 
thus it follows in the Dr. What Vuindp 73. 
he means by this argument, I can- 
not tell ; if he does think there is ſuch a 
Law «f God , I ſnppaſe he intended im goou 
earncſt to prove, chat we muſt ſubmit to the 
Arbirrary Will of the Prince, and to condenns - 
the oppoſition that was made in the late 
Reign to ſuch arbitrary proceedings, if he 
did not believe there was any ſuth Law ef 
God, how ridiculous was it to pretend thas 
we mult ſubmit to Arbitrary Wil and Pawer 
againſt Lai , becan/e when the Laws of the 
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Land conitradif the Lams of God, they are no 
Rule ro us. Now what kind of interpretation 
of the Convocation are we to expect from 
- bim, who deals thus with his Adverſaries ? It 
contrary to all Juſtice he can turn the ſenſe 
the clean contrary , to expoſe an argument, 
which he cannot anſwer, what wonder 1s 1t, 
if he wreſts the Convocation to ſerve his Hy- 
potheſis. Dces he act at this rate, and yet 
talk of the honeſty of his adverſary ? Let him 
ſhew where I have play'd ſuch egregious tricks 
with any of his arguments, and I will bear the 
intamy, and ask his pardon to boot ; but if he 
cannot , it returns double upon him, both in 
making a falſe charge, and condemning his 
adverlary for that , of which hunſelt 1s oaly 
guilty. 5 os 
For a concluſion of this Point, I ſhall be- 
tow another Feſt upon the Dr. ( which alſo 
4 am capable of thinking an Argament ) and 
it is rais'd trom his New Hypotheſis 
P.13,14- of force , which he tells us, w/ 
juſtifie ſubmiſſion from what quar- 
ter ſoever ut comes, that force jultificd the 
Zews aCting contrary to —_ Laws of 
God, which they were re/ign0uſly bound to ob- 
ſerve, by vertue of their Covenant with him, 
and which was as ſacred as any Oath , and 
that it will juſtifie the Subjetts of Humane 
Governments, whatever their Oaths, or ob{s- 
gations be, to ſubmit to a new and greater 
force. | Now trom hence, I jeſ# or argue 
{ which the Dr. pleaſe ) with reſpect to the 
Caſes of Reading the Declaration , and of the 
Gentlemen of Magdalen : Collegge ( the very 
initances I had urg'd again{t him) and the very 
words with a little variation 
will form 1::*We thought the 
© Laws were our Rule, and 
*they, their Statutes, and fo it ſeems they were, 
sf there were no greater force to diſſolve the 
obligation. © Now I ſuppoſe, no body at that 
* time diſputed K. J's power, or force, if he 
* had only commanded them to chooſe ano- 
© ther Irefident contrary to their Statutes and 
* their Oaths, and had not been able to cruſh 
* them if they refus*, then the. Statutes were 
* their Rules, and their Oaths bound them, 
*and they were oblig'd in Conſcience to ob- 
* ſerve them. But it he were able to cruſh 
* them { as what he actually did , he was Cer> 
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* tainly able-to do ) then all their obligations 
* ceas'd, and they might have obey'd his Com- 
* mand contrary to their Statutes and their 
* Oaths, by vertue of the power and force he 
had in his hands to cruſh them and undo 
them. Now here is the ſingle Queſtion, 
* Had the Gentlemen of Magdalen Col/edge 
* comply'd with the Will and Power of the 
© King contrary to their Statutes and Oaths, had 
* they in ſo doing, been perjur'd? It they had, 
then Laws and Oaths bid againſt force, and 
men are bound to ſtand by them, let the Per- 
ſons be never ſo able to cruſh them for Re- 
tuſal. And if that force, and ten times more, 
wou!d not have excus'd them from perjury, had 
they comply'd ; I wonder how it ſhould do it, 
in the greater and more publick inſtances. For, 
how comes an Oath to Local Statutes, to be 
of more force, than an Oath of Allegiance? 
or { as the Dotor ſpeaks in the inſtance of 
the Fews) than God's Covenant with his 
people 2 Or how the Statutes of a Colledge, 
ſhould be more obligatory, than the Laws of a 
Nation. Now we mult remember that this 
was the Cale of private Subjetts, and of a pri- 
vate Colledge, upon the account of which, the 
Dr. ayes , Force wall juſtifie ſubmiſſion, and 
then it much the ſame thing. from what quar= 
ter the force comes, when a man is under the 
power of a new Government , which he can= 
not reſiſt , which will not prote&# him ; nay, 
which will undo, and ruine him, if he will 
not ſubmit, 'tis all one, &c. Now I only de- 
fire to know, why force coming from the 
quarter of the Legal King, will not juſtifie 
ſubmiſſion contrary to Laws and Oaths, as well 
as force coming from any other quarter. And 
if he in any caſe, will ruine and-undo a pri- 
vate Subject it he refuſes , why that will not 
juitifie his actions contrary to the Laws, and 
his Oaths, as well as the ſame coming from an 
Uſurper. And it this be the caſe, Laws and 
Oaths may ſerve to talk on, but in truth are 
of very little ule, and tend to very little 
purpoſe. 
The Dr. ſays, He ſhall only add, That when 
the Convocation ſpeaks of a 
ſettlement, they mean the ſet= Vindic. p. 73. 
tlement of a Government with=- 
in it ſelf, and not with reſpet to foreign 
force and power ; for ſo they expreſs u , 
when 
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when thep have cſtablifh'd any of the ſatd 
degenerate fozms of Governinent amongſt 
their own people, and then the Government 
may be throughly ſettled within it ſelf, before 
3t have a peaceable poſſeſſion and ſertlement. 
The Dr. it ſeems was ſenfble, that be had not 
ſaid one word” of an effential branch of a Tho- 

rough Settlement , and that is peaceable Py/ 

ſeſſion , free from the diſturbance of other 
Claims and Pretenders. To talk of a Settle. 

ment of Poſſefſion , when the Right Owner 

puts in his Claim, and actually proſecutes his 

Title, is. to contradict the ſenſe of mankind. 

And he that will ſay, that a Poſſeſſion without 

either Right or Peace, that when there is a 

diſpute about the poſſefſion , but none at all 
about the Right or Title, is a Thorough Serrle- 

ment, He may ſay any thing, and make words 

fgnifie what he pleaſe: He may tell us if be 

will, that V/urparion ſignifies Law and Right ; 

that Rebellion hgnifies Allegiance; that Breach 

of Faith ſignifies Fidelsty ; for theſe are not 

greater contzaries to each other. Ard this I 

had told him before , * When 

Poſtſcript,p.2. * there ts a Proſecution but of 

* a pretended Right, 1t cannot 

* fairly be ſaid, that fuch a poſſeſſion 1s through 

*Iy ſettled, but when there is a plain, viſible, 

* and indiſputable Legal Right againſt a Pof- 

* ſeſſor, and that Right actually proſecuted, in 

*ſuch a Caſe to call bare pofſeflion a Thorough 

* Fertlement, 1s one of the ſtrangeſt things 1n 
* the World. But this the Dr. thought fit to 
let alone, and yet he fayes but jutt before, 

that be hath particularip anſwer'd all the 

little appearances of Reaſon and Arguments 

in the ahve he and methinks if this would 

not have paſs 'dwwith him for a Reaſon, it might 

at leaſt have gone for a l::tle appearance of 

Reaſon, and might have been anſwer'd. Well! 

but the Convocation mean the Settlement of 

a Government within it ſelf , not with re- 

ſpett to foreign force and power. No doubt 
of it : for when a Prince and People have given 

up their Right and ſubmitted , what has a fo- 

reign Power to do in the matter ? And if the 

Dr. pleaſe to prove, that the Natural and Le- 

gal King is a foreigner , I ſuppoſe it may do 

his Argument ſome ſervice. But this 1s juſt 

-ſuch another Argument at this , if one man 


uſurps upon another's Right, and unjuſtly poſ- 
ſefſes himfelf of his Eſtate, it the Right Owner 
can manage the Suit againſt him with his own 
Money, or with the Rent and Revenue of the 
Ettate, then the Poſſeſſor is not ſettled in 
his pofleſſion ; but if he borrows the money 
to manage 1t, then the other is as firmly ſettled 
as can be. But the Convocation expreſs it, 
when they have eſtabliſh'd any of the ſaid de- 
generate forms of Government c : 
amen ft their own people. at os 
that ſame own is his own; for it is not in the 
Convocation Book ( which note only to re- 
rind the Doctor, that litele particles may {lip 
from his Pen, as well as from others; and may 
make him a little more cautious, how he treats 
his Adverſaries too ſeverely on that account }. 
And what then > Why then they have not 
eſtzbliſh'd the ſaid forms of Government a- 
monglt other pcople : And it would be an 
extraordinary Eſtabliſhment indeed, if the Set. 
tlement of a Governtment in England ſhould 
be eftabliſh'd in China, or among the People 
of other Nations. And where 1 wonder ſhould 
a form of Government be eſtabliſh'd, but 
among the people where it is eſtabliſh'd. And 
this is all the myfterie of the bufineſs, and all 
the” Convocation meant by it. And what is 
this to the purpoſe? This ſhews indeed, that an 
Eſtabliſhment among one people, is not an 
Eftabliſhment among anotber people ; but this 
does not ſhew, that Uſurpation, is an eſtabliſh's 
Government by the conſent of the people, 
when there is an undoubted Right and Title a- 
Ctually proſecuted againſt it. But I think it 
ſhews, that the ſenſe of the Convocation is 
clean contrary , and the way of Expreſſion, 
which the Convocation here uſes, ſeems a good 
argument againſt the Drs. interpretation ; for 
had they thought that the Conſent of the peo- 
Þ!+, was the main or only thing that eftabbſb'4 
and ſerled any ſuch' new Government, here 
was the faireſt occaſion to have exprels'd it, 
and it can hardly be ſuppos'd they ſhould do 
otherwiſe ; and had they been of the Doctor's 
mind, they muſt have expreſs'd it thus, When 
they bave eftabliſh'd any of the ſaid degene« 
rate forms of Government by the conſent of 
the peopic. And 1 believe no fair Reaſon can 
be given, why they did not ſo expreſs it, if 
T they 
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they had believed it. The Dr. makes it a Rea- 
ſon againtt the interpretation 


Vindic. p.4. ot a Thorough Settlement by 


the acquitition of Right. If 


C favs he ) this had been therr meaning, it had 
been eafi.y ſaid, arid had prevented all miſtares 
aboutit. Andin the preſerit Caſe, if this hid 
been their meaning, 1t had not only been as 
eafily ſaid ( which proves nothing ) but 1t 
h:d been unreaſonable not to have ſaid it. It 
had bzen the plain and natural expreion of 
their ſenſe : and if they intended it, 1t is un- 
accountable, why they ſhould not exprels it. 
Tzre they ſpeak of the people, and. with reſpect 
alſo to the Eitabliſlment of a New Govern- 
ment ; and if the conſent ot the people in 
their judgments, had been the only thing tat 
etabl:''d fuch Governments, in all fair con- 
{truction, it ought to have been exprels'd, 
when the nature of the thing, the ſubject mat- 
ter, the form of expreiſion , all directly lead 
them to it. But initead of that, all that they 
ſay, is, that ſuch New Governments are elta- 
bliſh'd amorg# their peopie, But not. by 
them, nor by their conſent. And I think from 
thence, there is all the reaſon in the World to 
conclude, that it was not their ſenſe, that the 
Conſent of the people , was the on!y, or the 
main thing that ſettled a New Government, 
And this is one Argument more againit the 
Drs. interpretation of the ſenſe ot the Con- 
vocation. 

I now come to his Examina- 
tion , of what I alledg'd out 
of Biſhop Ardrews and Biſhop 
Buckeridge, two Members of this Convocation, 
ind of Dr. Fack5on, a Learned Divine of thoſe 
zimes, againſt the Drs. ſenſe of the Convo- 
cation. 

Now here the Dr. tells me, The thing 1 am 
t0 prove from them is, that theſe who aſcend 
the Throne by Cſurpation without a Legal 
Right, have not God's Authority , and muſt 
26: be.cbcy*d, and that ſuch Princes can never 
in the [ere if the Convocation, be ſettled in 
+ heir Tirones , ur have God's Authority, 'tall 
+bcy gain ſome new Legal Right, by the Death 
er Ceſſion of the Rightful Prance, or by a long 
Preſcription, And what need 15 there of all 
this ? I: it not ſufficient againtt hymn and bs 
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ſenſe of - the Convocation , 1i 1 prove from 
them, that Uſurpers are no Kings, tor have 
God's Authority, nor have the duties of Sub- 
je<ts belonging to them ? I did not cite then 
to jultite my Reaſons (. which yet would be 
eatze enough to do )) but againſt that interpre- 
tation. . And that they are expreſly againit it, 
will appear upon Examination. 

Tie firit is Biſhop Andrews, who was a 
"ey Learned Member of that Convocation, and 
underitood the ſenſe of it as well as the Dr. 
and it 18 not very prob.ble, that what he had, 

etermin'd tor Doctrine folemnly and in Con- 
vocation, be would contradict, and deliver the 
Clean contrary in his particular Writings. I 
crave leayg_to.cite the whole, becauſe the Dr. 
hath not , that ſo we may the better ſee the 
Drs. Eyations. Upon thele words, By me Kings 
rezan ( Prov. 3.15.) he tells, that the Act 
R-ognant 18 twotold : Some ae Re- 

ges, Kings, and yet reip: not ( as Anſw. ta 
true Heirs defeated ) and ſome PamphlL 
reign, and are no Kings { as doa'l p. 27, 
T/urpers on the Throne ner fas 

nefaſque) always 1t #5 one thing to be a King, 
another to reign; Joaſh was true Kino all 
thoſe fix years he reigned not; Athaliah rergn- 
ed all thoſe ſix years, yet true Queen ſhe ne- 
ver was any: of ſuco God faith, Hol. 8. 9. 
Regnaverunt fed nun a me. Why ? for per me 
Regnes Regnant, by me K3rgs reign, Kangs of 
lawful and true deſcent, they rezgn by me : 
Thoſe were none ſuch, ſo they reigned without 
any per from me; but mwh:n theſe meet, and 
they that be Reges de \jure regnant de facto, 
then it ts as it ſhould be, and per me it is 
that they ſo meer. 

To this the Dr. ſayes, The whole of it 15 no 
more but this, that the Biſhop ill not allow 
the name of King, to any but Kings of lawful 
and true deſcent ; they are Kings, tho they 
rezgn not, as Joaſh was; others are no Kings, 
but Uſurpers, tho they reign, as Athaliah d1d. 
And ( layes he) what 3s this to the purpoſe ? 
Truly not very much, as the Dr. hath order'd 
the matter. He would fain perſwade his Rea- 
der, that all the difference between the Biſhop ' 
and him , 1s only about a Name , as if the 
ſaying they are , and they are not Kinzs, 
mcant no more than they are; or they are not 
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Fo called : the afferting the Right Heir to be 
Kir, tho he does not reign, and the Uſurper 
tobenoKing, tho he does re'gn, according to 
lam, is rctoing at 411 but a trifling diſpute 
abcut names. And when the Biſhop ſayes, a/l- 
ways nz? thinz at 15 tobe a King , another to 
Rein, he only meant a nominal difference, 
.a1d nothing at all betdes. For the Dr. tells 
us. the thole is no more but this he will not 
a.icw the name of King, &. Now I am fo 
well acquainted with the Drs. faculty at inter- 
pretation, a$.not at all to wonder at this : But 
he muſt have a very mean opinion of his 
Readers , that can think ſuch things will go 
down with them : Is it poſſible, that any thing 
can be expreſs'd more contradictory, than the 
Biſhops atfertions here are to the Drs. The 
Biſhop ſayes, Some are Kings, and yet reign 
not as true Heirs ; the Dr. fayes the contrary, 
He ought to be King, but 1s not; the man s 
8n being, but the King 1s gone : The Biſhop 
ſayes, ſome Reign, and are no Kings, as Uſur- 
pers ; the Dr. ſays, that all that reign are 
Kings, and particularly T/urpers. The Biſhop 
ſayes, that lawful Kings, reign by God ; and 
Uſurpers do not ; the Dr. the_clean contrary. 


And yet the Dr. can with great Modelty ask, 
I1What 1s this to the purpoſe ? Alas, nothing at 
all ; only it contradicts every thing in the Drs. 


two Books. But( fayeshe) does not the Con- 
vocation allow ſoath to be the true Hetr while 
he was kept from the Crown * How nicely does 
he expreſs this, the True Herr ? Yes, the Con- 
vocation does not only allow him to be the 
True Hear, but the True King alſo, tho the 
Dr. does not, but"dates his Authority from his 
Coronation 3 and is not this very pretty # The 
Biſhop fayes, Joaſh was true King all thoſe fix 
years he reigned not : and the Dr. anſwers, he 
was the true Heir, z.e, he was not the: true 
King : for according to his Principles , there is 
15 much difference between the erue 1ezr, and 
the crue King, as there is between ſumething 
ind nothing ; And Athaliah an Turper, tho 
ſhe reigned ſix years ? Right! the Convce 
:3tion does fay ſo; and fo does the Biſhop, 

14 fo does the D5Cctor. But here is the difte- 
-enic2 , the Biſhop layes, Athaliah was never 
any true Queen, the Dr, ſayes ſhe was ; and as 
*r1e a Queen, is 764/15 was a King, bating on- 
ly the wwielittableneſs of her Authority 3 nay, 


in the mitter now compar'd , ſhe was a true: 
Queen, than Foaſh was a Kmg ; tor, tor tho.c 
fix years ſhe was a true Queen, and 7oaſ/: was 
only a erue Hear , 1.e, ſhe was Queen, and 
Foaſh was not King. A very fair Reconcilia- 
tion 1 The Biſhops worCs are, Foajt was Ku:g, 
and Athaliah was not Quee" all thofe tix 
years, and the Drs. fente 1s, Arhbaltah was 
Queen , and Foaſh was not King all thoſe 
tix years. And yet tlie Biſhop maght be of 
his mind, tho he would not allow them the 
name of Kmgs. Yes, jutt as much as two 
perſons are of the ſame mind, who maniteltly 
contradict each other : What he adds about 
the Convocation's ſpeaking of a King a? facto, 
and what Doctrine he hath prov'd trom thence, 
I have anfwer'd already. But for him to lay, 
that notwithſtanding his faying , that ere 
Heirs who reign not, 3.e. inthe Drs. la:guage 
are out ot potietiton, are the true Kings, that 
Ufurpers wio reign, 2.e. are in polletiton of 
the Throne, are not true Kings ; Biſhop An- 
drews might be of the /ame mind with tre 
Do@or as to obedience to ſuch Uſurpers, 1s to 
ſuppoſe all his Readers out of their wits. For 
it any man can believe, that that Learned. Bt- 
ſhop did think, that the Duties o!y belonging 
toa King, were due to a Perſon wiom he 
thought to be no King, and were not Cue to 
the Perſon whom he thought was the King ; 
it is high time to leave diſputing , and go 
range our ſelves in the Foreſt : For we mu!: 
give over communicating our minds, it the 
ſenſe of men-cannot be learnt from the plainetk 
Exprefſions. 

The Dr. goes on , But the Biſhop will rot 
allyw, that ſuch Kings ( it he pleaſes, fuch U- 
ſurpers, and no Kings; for that is the Biſhop's 
Expretſion ) reigned by God. Right! Bue 
then he does not mean , that ſrch Kings do 
uce crerciſe God's Authority; But thas God 
aid not by his antecedent will and app mit* 
ment , place them on the Throne. But 
how does the Dr. know that , or where had hc 
this? Does the Biſhop ſay, or in the leaſt inti- 
mate any ſuch thing ® No matter for that ; 
the Dr. 1s reſolv'd to make hun fay fo, becauſe 
it is for his purpoſe. And is not this a pure 
Interpreter of Authors * What Authority has 
he to make ſenſes for men, which they never 
m2de themſelves > He might have fad. and 
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with the ſame Juſtice and Truth , that the Bi- 
ſhop when he faid, Uſurpers were no Kings, 
he meant they were Kings, when he ſ:1d, they 
gid not reign by God, he meant they did reign 
by him. Grant bat this liberty, that menimiay 
clap their own di/tin#ions upon others, and 
we may eaſily make them ſay what we pleaſe : 
and at this rate the Dr. may make Biſhops, or 
Convecations, or any body elſe, ſpeak what he 
hath a mind to. Let him ſhew if he can, where 
this ditinction of Exerciſing God's Authorzty, 
tho not Reigning by him , and of his Antece- 
dent Will, are in Biſhop Andrews. And if he 
can't, let him try if he can make another a1- 
ftincion, to avoid the charge of inventing 4 
ſenſe, and faſtning it upon the Biſhop, toſerve 
1115 08Nn turn. 

He adds, Thus $:. Chryſoſtom on the thir- 
reenth to the Romans , why did Biſhop 4n- 
drews cite St. Chryſoſtom 2 Nor that neither; 
nor kad any reference to him : and how then 
comes St. Chryſoſtom to explain the Biſhop's 
ſenſe > Sappoſe St Chryſoſtom was of that mind, 
does it follow, that therefore the Biſhop was ? 
If this be not his meaning, what dors he un- 
derſtand by his Particie { rhus ] ? Well! but 
thus Sr. Chryſoſtorn on the rhirteenth ro the 
Romans: why, doth St. Chryſoſtom ſay any 
thing, of ſuch Kings exerciſing God's Autho- 
rity, tho God did net by his antecedent will 
and appointment place them on the Throne ? 
nor that neither 3 but the Dc. hath taken this 
diſtinction from Dr. Fachson;,- and faſtned it 
upon Bithop Buckeridge and St: Chryſoſtom, tho 
neitker of them ſay one word of it, nor any 
thing like it. And in truth, in reference to 
Br. Zagkson himſelf, he both miſtakes and mil- 
2pplyes it, as we ſhall ſee preſently. But as for 
St- Chryſoſtom, the Dr. tell us, he allows all 
power and authority to be of God, and to be 
ordained of God, and therefore ought not to 
be reſiſted, whoever has it : but yet will not 
fay, that all Princes, who exerciſe this Power 
wickedly and tyranmically, whatever their 
Title be, are ordained of God. But where 
had the Dr. this > St. Chryſoſtom ( as far as I 
can find ) ſays zothing of this. There 18-no- 
thing in him, of whoever has this power : 
H- fayes indee3}, the Apoſtle does not fay, 
There is no Governour, but what 1s of God, 
bus be [peaks of the thing it ſelf, there is no 


power but of God. And from whence I think 
it plainly follows, That a Governour, or i:1 the 
Drs. words, one that actually governs , might 
not be of God, and conſequently, ſuch a one 
1s-not within the Precept of the Apottle, ac- 
cording to St. Chryſoſtom. But the Dr. gives a 
Reaſon, He (St. Chryſoſtom ) thought it a 
reproach and blemiſh to the Goodneſe and Fu- 
ſtxce of Providence, to /ay that wicked, rm- 
prous, tyrannical Princes , were ordained by 
God ; but yet granted, that the Authority they 
exerciſed was Goa's, and miſt be obey'd, But 
this 1s all his own, and a Reaſon he hath 
made for St. Chryſo/tom, to make him ſpeak 
what he thinks fit ; for where does St. Chry/0- 
ſtom ſay any thing of reproaching and bie- 
miſhing the Juſtice and Coodurſe of Provi- 
vidence 2 And where does he ſay, that the Au- 
thortty exereis'd, was God's Autnority, and 
ought to be obey'd, whatever the Perfons were ; 
or as the Dr. ſayes betore, whatever thear Tetle 
be 2 Upen this the Controverſie turns , and 
St. Chryſoſtom hath not the leaſt word of it, 
And I believe ary man that attentively conſi- 
ders St Chryſoſtom, will tind, that he delivers a 
Doctrine direaly contr.ry to what the Doctor 
hath made tor hum. For he plainly intimates, 
that all Governours are not of God, tho Go+ 
vernment it ſelf is; and when he comes to ex- 
plain thts, he does it by an alluſion from Mar- 
riage ; That a woman is joyned to a man by 
God, that 1s, by God's Inſtitution of Matri- 
mony, not that every one that co-habits with 
a Woman , is therefore joyn'd to her by God. 
Now it it will be admitted , that this allufion 
explains St. Chryſoſtom's meaning ( and I think. 
that cannot be doubted) then we have a pretty 
clear account of what he means, when he fayes, 
all Governours are not ordain'd of God ; Mar- 
riage 1s of Divine Inſtitution, as well as Go» 
verniment : But as every man that co-habits 
with a woman in the Drs, phraſe, ss an poſſe/+ 
fion, is not therefore joyn'd by God, nix is 
any Matrimonial Relation contracted ; ſoevery 
one that pofſeſſes the Throne, is not therefore 
ordain'd of God for a Prince or Ruler ; an A+ 
dulterer 15 not a Husband of God's making, 
however he may unlawfully or providentially 
co-habit with a woman : nor is an Uſurper a 
King of God's making, however he may } ws 
yidentially- exercile the Government : and the 
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Doctor may as well ſay, that St. Chry/oſtorn 
granted. that any man that co-habits with a 
woman ought to be obey'd, and to have the 
duties belonging to a Husband pay'd to him, 
tho they are not joyn'd together by God, as 
that he grants, that a Governour exerciſes God's 
Authority, and cught to be obey'd, tho he 
will not allow that” ſuch Governours are or- 
dain'd of God. 

The Doctor adds, The Biſhep and others 
ell allow that St. Chryſoſtom would net, 
that moſt wicked Tyrants, who have 
« Legal Title, are ordam'd of God, 
bat are afraid to own that Princes, 
who aſcend their Thrones by unjuft means, ave 
ſet up by God ; but it does net hence follow, 
that they deny'd their power and authority to 
be God's, or that Subjefts ought to obey it. 
And he adds, the Convocation affirms no mere 
in that mighty place. And then he concludes, 
ſo that Learned men may differ in this pornt, 
whether illegal Uſurpers are placed mn the 
Throne, by the over-ruling Counjels and ap- 
pornement of God, or only by his permiſſive 
Providence, and yet agree mm the main Con- 
clufion , That the Authority they exerciſe, 
when ſettled in thur Thrones , 13 God's Au- 
thority, and muſt be obcy'd. Now this is a 
dextrous method of interpretation, and a curi- 
ous way to avoid the force of ay Allegations. 
And Authors muſt be very ttt 31d {tubborn, if 
they will not yield and be brought over, when 
we may make diſtinctions for them , which 
they never made themfelves, and then draw a 
fenſe for them out of our own Dittinctions. 
The Quettion 1s concerning the ſenſe of Bi- 
ſhop Andrews: The Doctor cites St. Chry/9- 
ſtom, to prove the Biſhop's ſenſe ; and to make 
that good, he ſayes, the Biſha:p and others will 
allow more than St. C-ryſoſtom would 5 arc at 
length conclud:s , That Learned Men may 
differ as to -the placing an Tſurper on the 
Tyrone, whether by the Counſel or permiſſion 
of God, and azrce in the main concluſion, 
that they exerciſe God's Authority. But 
where I pray, is this difference > And where ts 
this agreement 2 Is there any thing hike it in 
Biſhop Andrews 2 Not a word of thit. He 
tells us indeed, we have an expreſs determi- 
nation of this matter by Dr. Jackſon. And 
fuppole we have, what 1s that to the purpoſe ? 
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We are not now enquiring info Dr. 7 ackzon's 
ſenſe, but into Biſhop Andrew's ſenſe: Sup- 
poſe Dr. Fackson did differ with the Dr. about 
Gods Council, and permifſion of Uſurpers. and 
yet agree in the main Conclution, does it fol- 
low, that Biſhop Andrews did lo-lixewiſe 2 or 
that when be fayes, Kings that reign not, ars 
true Kings, and Ufurpers that reign . ave nat 
Kings, he ſpeaks it with reterence to (ich dif- 
ference, or to ſuch agreement , tho he hath 
not the leaft word or intimation of it, nor zn7y 
thing like 1t ? But of this before 
And now let us fee what Dr. F4- 4012 lays ; 
the DoCtor tells me, it is 17 that very Sermon 1% 
rhich I appeal. The words that concern thc 
Controverhe are theſe : * But doth the Ru e 
* of our Apoſtle hold as punGtually of ©: 
* Magiſtrate, as of the Mapiftracy 2 Doth every 
* one which reſiſts the Mapittrate , or men ir- 
* veſted with the power of Juriſdiction , retilt 
the Ordinance of God, as direAly, or in as 
* tigh degree, as he that relitts the Power i 
* felt, wherewith he is inveſted , as he tha: 
* ſeeks to overthrow the Magiltracy * Ad 
then he repeats the obſervation of S. Chry/oſt or4 
and Oecumemus , who obſerve, the Apoſ?'s 
ſpeaks not of tl:is or that Magiſtrate in part: 
cular, ſed de re zpſa , and then asks, Is ther: 
ary power, not inherent in forme mens per- 
ſons * Any Magittracy without, «a Magittrate © 
And front thence ccncludes, the Magiſtrate 
mult not be retiſted, as well as the Magittracy, 
The Doctor hath repeated this at large, but ter 
What purpole I cannot tmagine : for how dor's 
any !lung here, concern the diſpute betweer! 
13 3} He acds, that im the next Setter: 
Dr. i|itkfon makes a zreat difference letaeers 
the purer it ſe f, and the acquiſition Or ex- 
erceſe of power, © That our Apottles Rule 
* doth not fo punQtually hold, of the means ct 
* acquiſition of power, or of the exerciſe ot 
*1t, as it doth of the power, or Magiſtracy it 
© felt, albeit the power or Magiſtracy be always 
* God's politive and pzimary Ozdinance 
* always an effect of his gracious Providence, 
* always a ble:iing to any Land orPeop'e ; or 
* the award of his antccedent will; yet the 
* manner of acquiring this jower , or the an- 
* nexing it to this or that perſon, 1s not alwiys 
* the poſitide D:dinancey of God , no effect 
* of hiz bounty and benigmty, no conſequent 
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" of his antecedent will , but ſometimes ra- 
© ther the award of kts conſequent will & an 
* act at lealt permiif,ve of his pu:nitive Jult1ce. 
From theſe words the Doctor draws tits Con- 
C;ution, So that ail Princes are not from God 
in the /ame ſenſe that all pewer 27, bur all 
Prince's have tvat power, wich us from God, 
and muſt be obey'd, But tram whence does 
this follow , there is not a word in this laſt 
Paragraph « alt Princes having that power 
whici 1; from God, and mvſt be ob:yd; 3.e. 
all Uiurpezrs as well as L-whal Princes, as, Do- 
Ctor Fackson afterw: rds expreilcs it, Tyranes by 
Ticle, but I think the clean contrary; m the 
former Paragraph he had (aid, that the Rule of 
the Apottic h2ld as well of the Magittrate, as of 
the M1gjitracy, and they mult not be retitted : 
Bit it: tis Paragraph he plainly tells us, char 
t ve ATjtie's RuleT2th not fo puntuaily hold, 
of t:12 means or acjurjirion of power. Tis 
true indzed he fays , that Magittracy 1s always 
God's politive ard prim.ry Ordinance , but the 
mears of acquiring this power 1 not ſo, but 
ſometinies the award of his conſequent Will, 
which the Doctor hath put into great Letters, 
as if they were much for his purpo'e ; whereas 
all the meaning of that 1s , #s Dr. Fa k'or 
himſelf explains it, that the one is always an 
- Cert of His gracious P2ovidence, always 
a bleſſing tewards a Land, oz People, but 
the other 1s ſometimes an act at leaſt permiſ- 
. ve cf his punitive Juſtfce, But what 1s 
this to Obedience or Relittance ? I hope God's 
puniſhing people by an Uſurper , 1s not an ar- 
gument, that thereiore they ought to obey lum 
11 Conicience : and the truth 1s, Dr. 7a#%s91: in 
this Par. graph does not at all concern himielf, 
with any thing that relates to Obedience to 
Ulurpers, but ſpeaks to that in the next Section, 
and there plainly affirms . that Uſurpers may 
be refilited ; and that will be confider'd proe- 
ſently. 

In the mean time. befure I take leave of 
Biſhop Andrews, | ſhall give tas D avother 
Quotation out of him . and ſhall leave 1: to 
his conſideration, and Dittinctions : 'tis mn a 
Sermon preach'd 16:0, on 1 Chron 16. 22. 
Unxit in L.egem , Koza! Untiion groves ng 
Grace, buc a waght Title, oy in taegem, 
go be King, that 1s aii, 4%d 9 more at 15 
the adnniſtraticn to govein, nor the pift 


to govern well ; the Right of ruling, not the 
ruling right ; ut includes nothing but a due 
Tutle, ut excludes nothing but Wſurpation : 
mho 15 anointed ?2 on whom the Right 
reſts ; who 25 tnunttus #7 he who hath it not ; 
ſuppoſe Rumrod, 10 cared for no anoint- 
ing , thruſt himſef in, and by wiolence 
uſurped the Throne, came in {is one ſteepe4 
in vinegar, than anomted with cy! , rather 
as a Ranger over a Foreſt, than a Father 
over a Family, he was not anointed nor any 
that ſo come in : But on the other fide, 
David, or he that firſt beginnetch a Royal 
Race, 25 as the head, on him is that right of 
rulins firſt ſhed ; from him it runs down to 
the next; and ſo ſtill even to the loweſt 
borders of his lawful iſſue. Remember To!) 
35.7. Beges in ſolio collocat in perpe- 
tuuin, zt 2s for ever Ga4's claim, never foi« 
ferts his charatter never to be wiped out, 
nor ſcraped aut ; nor Kings loſe their right, 
no more than Patriarchs aid their Father 
hood. 

My next Teſtimony was from Biſhop Bucke- 
ridze, (another Learned Member 
of that Convocation) : And the Vind. p. 76, 
Dr. ſays, He ſpeaks exattly the 
ſenſe of the Convocation : And I ſay fotos; 
but here we differ : for | affirm, that he does 
not ſpeak the DoCtor's ſenſe. And it he would 
have repeated what I have cited out of him, it 
would have plainly appeared : But he did not 
care to do that z and therefore I 


mult be forc'd to do it; and we Anſwer to 
C14ll ſoon ſee the difterence. I, the Pampb, 
had cited out of him, that he had p. 27. 


lay'd this down as a general Do- 
Ctrine, Tyere 15 4 great diffe- 
rence betiveen a Tyrant reigning 
by a lawful Title, and a Trane ro eſt ratis 
with.ut Right and Title, and in- Tyranns le- 
vading the Kingdom by force; if pitimo jure 
a Lawful Kmz exerciſe Tyranny, regnantis , 
he cannot be compell'd by rhe &c.Roftenl, 
Bijmops, Nobles, or People, &c. p.919. 


ſuch a Tyrant being in the Throne 


Diſpar we- 


» 
by a juſt Titie, 1s ordained of God, and he 
m2 reſiſts him, reſiſts the Ordinar.ce of God : 
Bit if any man ſnatcheth the Kingdom by 
force and Tyranny, he 1s not a Kg, but an 
Znemy, aud 44 35 lamtu! for any of the people 
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ro do the ſame to vim, as thty may do to an tte 
my. And what did the DuRor ſay to this ? 
why truly not one ſingle word, nor ſo much 
as vouchſafe ro rake the leaſt notice of ir. And 
let any impartial and unprejudic'd Reader 
judge, if the DoQor's Hypotheſis and Inter- 
preration of rhe Convocation be nor as dir«& 
a contradifion to this as words can make 1t, 
The Biſhop- makes a manifeſt difference be- 
eween a Prince by Right and Title, and an 
Uſurper, with reſpe& ro the Peoples Obedi- 
ence, that a lawful King cho he rules tyranni- 
cally muft nor be reſifted, that an Uſurper is 
no King bur an Enemy, and may be reſiſted 
45s an Enemy. Nay he adds 
further, That it 15 the com- 
mon opixion that in ſuth a 
caſe it is lawful for any Sb 
jeA to kill ſuch a Tyrant and 
uſurper, and which opini. 
on he himſelf expreſly approves ( pag. 922. ) 
And now does not every. body ſee what Agree- 
menc there is between the Doftor's Hyporhe- 
ſis, and the DoRrine here deliver'd by Biſhop 
Bickeridge ? The DoRor tells us, as the fenſe 
of the Convocation, That thoſe who have no Title 
to the Throne may have Goa's Authority, The 
Biſhop { by neceſlary impiication) intimates 
that thoſe only who are In the Throne by a 
juſt Title are ordain'd of God, and conſequently 
thoſe ox!y have God's Authoriry. The { oftor 
ſays, that ſuch Princes in p«flefſion of the 
Throne without Title ought to be ob:y'4 for 
Canſcience ſake; the Biſhop ſays they may be 
reſiſted and kik'd, But this the Door did not 
think fit ro meddle with tho it diredly affetts 
him, abd the whole deſign of his book ; but 
inſtead of that fal's upon another citation, ar.d 
makes ſome Cavi's upon it (for they 2re no 
better ) as we ſhall ſee upon tte examl- 
ning it. 

He tells me, 1 dia wel! to cite the Paſſage 
honefly, kat not ſo to corrupt it with my comment 3 
for (ſays be ) be turns a disjuntiiue ante @ con- 
junttive : The Biſhop ſays, neither bp the con= 
ſent of the Pcople, noz by the p:clcription 
of ſix pears, which ſppoſes that either the core 
ſent of the People or @ long preſcription aould give 
4 Right 5 and be expounds it of both tot ether, 
That a Right to the Government is acquii'd 
by a Preſcription, and that is a long unincer- 
rupted poſleflion joyned with the conſent of 
the peop!c, ; 


Communis opinio ct, 
quod in hoc catu licet 
wAicuigue fubdiro ta» 
lem Tyrannum & in- 
valorem occidere, 16. 


But why did not the DoRor go 


on? my very next words are, 4:4 Anſw. to 
ſo it follows a little aftty wher in an- Pamph, 
ſwer to Bellarmine's objecting, Kc, p. £8. 


And what does 214 fo it follows 

mean ? I prove this laſt part therefore not from 
the disjunitive before, but from the Anſwer 
that follows, which is ro Be/[armines 
inſtances of Tyrannical Government 
that became {awfu! by the Conſent of 
the Propie, as the Ceſars, Gaths and Lumbard:, 
( accrderte populorum conjerſu) Theſe Examp'es 
(iays he) are nating to the parpel?, for th:[t Gre 
vernments were in ther infancy, ſ:avtely contity- 
ted and confirmed, $&c, And then \mmediate!y 
adds, Governments iadeed acqui»'d ; 
by the Right of War by Preſcription Imperia ve. 
uſually become lawfil ; bit in the ro jure bell} 
T\ibe of Judah, the Kingdom by acquiſita,&c, 
the appointment and promiſe of God 

belong'd to the male Htir of David's line, and 
the chief Prieſt, Nobles, and People, could no: 
transſer at , and it had been impitty in thim, t1 
have conrfirm'd Athal. by conſenting to her ; x9 
was it in thtir powtr or conſent to n:g/:G or las 
afide the Heir of David : and pur theſe together, 
Governments indeed acquir'd by the Right 6 
War became lawful by Preſcription, but in 
Zadah the Peoples conſent ſignified nothing. 
And what is this but Preſcription joyn'd with 
the Peop'es Conſent 2 nay he expreſly joyns them 
in the Sentence immediately following, Pre- 
ſcriptio & Conſenſus Regni. And is e& there a 
Disjun&ive too? The whole Sentence is, Ele- 
dio ſenatus, populique vel Exercitus, 
Praſcriptio & Conſenſus Regni, five Reis P. 922, 
publice, que in alits regns Fleiiyis ; 
aut nondm conflatutis aut jure bells arquiſitis 1n- © 
cum babere poſſunt, i4 Regnum Jude locam no% þa- 
bixt, In which ſhort Sentence there are n» 
leſs than four Dzsjunilives: and what fair rea- 
ſon can be given why this cnly ſhould be ex- 
prets'd by a- Conjunive, ex cent he had inten 
dcd it ſhould alſo be underfiond in a coxj ine 
(ive ſenſe, So that if the t oRor had conſi- 
dercd the whole of what [ had cited. and th- 
place I had refer'd ro, he might have ſave 
the trouble of crying our of prevaricating and 
corrupting. But why did not | expreſs this ? 
And what then? muſt a man corrupt an Au- 
thor becauſe he does not cice his words, tho 
he gives his ſepſe? Eur the reaſon was, be- 
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cauſe it was not # all to the purpoſe for which 
I cited the Biſhop. My end was, to ſhew a- 
gainſt the Author of the Pamphlet, that his Nori» 
cn of a Thorough Settlement was inconfiſtent with 
rhe Senſe and Do&rine of Biſhop Buckeriage. 
And therefore all the concluſion I draw from 
thence is this, * That the Autbor's full poſleſſ1- 
© on of Lignitles, Prerogatives, &#c. to which 
© our Allegiance is due, is a Notion that be- 
© fore now never ſaw the light among rhe true 
*fons of the Church of Ezzland. —— Now 
that Author had '(aid nothing of the Peoples 
Conſent, and I was not concern'd to obviate & 
Notion which the Author with whom I had 
to deal had not mentlon'd nor - infiſted on. 
And that Anſwer .was out of my hands, and 
gone to the Preſs, before the Doftor's Caſe of 
Alleg. came. abroad, and his new buſineſs of 
the Peoples Conſent took vent, And Idare be 
bold to ſay, that that Author, nor any man 
elſe of the. Church of England, ever thought 
of it before, except ir had been with thoughts 
of abhorrence ; for "tis a'Notion with 8. Com- 
monwealth in the belly on't, and plainly cen- 
rers in; Commonwealth Principles: for If the 
. Conſent of the People can make Allegiance 
become a duty contrary to Laws and -Oaths, 
their Diſſent may make it no duty contrary to 
the ſame Laws «nd Oaths, If their Conſent 
can make one King, or (which is the ſame 
thing ) -make their Allegiance due to him 
when by the. Laws and their Oaths they have 
obligations to another, they may make or un- 
-makerKings as often as they pleaſe , for their 
conſentioe to one is the diſcharging anorher, 
and at length all the buſineſs of Governments 
will be reſoly'd into the Peoples Conſent, Burt 
to return. ; 

But does not the Biſhop (ay, That Athallah 
bad not acquir'd a Right to the Crown, neither by 
the Conſent of the Propie, nor by the Preſcription of 
Fx years } Right, bur what follows is not ſo, 
which [hews what ba judgment was that ſuch an 
#uſurper as Athallah might acquire a Right to the 
C*fowr, either by the Conſent of the People or by 
long Continuance, Bellarmine Indeed had obje- 
Red, That Athaliah's Government was ap- 
prov'd by the Peoples Conſent, and that ſhe 
hed reigned quletly fix years. And the Bl- 
ſhop aniwers, ſhe had acquir'd a Right neither 
by the Conſent of the People, nor by Preftri- 
piton, But it does vo*. follow that therefore 


he thought the Conſent of the People in ſac 
a caſe as Atheliab's, where the right Heir was 
in being. and claiming, would make a Right. 


: He proves indeed they did- not conſent te 


cauſe they ought notro have conſeored, which 


is both againſt Bearing and againft the Do» 


Ror ; and one of his Reaſons is, That Jchoia« 
da bad been a Traitor to the heir of the Crown, ' 
end to the King himſelf. And the Reaſen he gives 
of rhat is, (and ler the Do- , 
Ror obſerve It, For in be. 
reditery Kingdoms in the very 
inflant and moment of bk F a- 
theys death, the ſon u King 
Ipſo jure & ipſo fatto. He 
ſeems indeed to argue from 


Fitius enim in regnis 
hereditariis in «(0 
inftanti. & articuts 
mortis patcrnae rex 
> ipſo jure, & ip» 
ſo fatto. p. 920. 


'Bellermines Principles, and ſarcaſtically returns 


them upon him, ſccine vero, is it ſo indeed ? 
What is the reeſor then that ſo ſoon as they hvar 

the then King Joafh, they ſo eafily and 0 unen- 
mouſly conſpire againſt Athaliah ? Hed they 19 ' 
ſcruple of Conſcienct, no' remorſe, to" betiay buy -+ 
whom by tbeir own free Conſent they had mate 
their lawſul Queen? And jt Is demonſtration 
that the Biſhop anſwers upon ſa oN oN- 


ly, and not upon his own Principles, as if he 
had thought the Conſent of the People in ſuch 


a caſe would have made a lawful Prince and 
have convey'd a Right and Title to the Go- 
verament;z for he expreſly ſeys in this very 
Caſe, p. 922+ That the Conſent of the Kingdow 


(ln the Dofior's phraſe) « National Conſent, 


bad no place in the Kingdom of Tudeb, and u 
this L jon delivers a f rine in gener) 
concerning heredirary King. 

doms, The Prieſts, Nobles 
and People, have « power in 
declaring and inaugurating the 
trut King ;, but God and Nas 
ture confer the Bight to the 
Government, and not "the 
Commonwealth. Which is a 
ſufficient evidence what the 
Biſhops judgment was in this 
point, and that -bs judgment was not (as the - 
DoRaor ſays ) that ſuch ax Yſurprr as Athaliab- 
might acquire a Bight to the Government by 
the conſent of the People. Burt ſuppoſe it was? 
What ſervice would that do the DoRor ? the 
DoRot's own judgment is otherwiſe. If the 
Biſhop did thiok that an Uſurper might ac- 
quire a Right by the conſent of the People, 
the 


In vero rege here- 
dirario declarando 
& inaugurando po- 
teftarem habenr ſa- 
cerdotes, Proceres , 
& populus, at jws 
Regni confert deus 
& natur# non Re(. 
publica. .Þ, 923. 
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the Door thinks he is miſtaken. And how 
pan ſuch an inſtance, if ic were true, ſerve 
his purpoſe ? But the Door is for drawing the 
concluſion without admitting the Premiſes ; 
nay he is for drawing the ſame concluſion 
from contrary Premiſes. Suppoſe the Biſhop 
did believe that the conſent of the People con- 
vey'd a Right and Title to the Government, 
in the foremention'd caſe of a competition 
between an Uſurper in Poſſeſſion and the right 
Heir out of Pofſetiion) and from thence ſhould 
conclude that theſe Governments ſhould be 
obey'd, not as uſurped Powers, but as having 4 
Right, and being legal Governments, And 
what ſignifies this to the Door, who admits 
they have not Right nor are legal, bur uſurped 
Powers ? The DoGtor hath a plea- 

Vindic, fant Evaſion for this, 5. e. (ſays he) 
"P. 23. - Such a Right as makes Obedience dut to 
; Frances thus ſet!ed without a legal Tis 
tle. Which is a very dexterous interpretation 
of che Biſhop. The Biſhop's words are, by 
their conſent making a lawful 
Queen, tonferring a Right and 
Txtle, acquiring a Right ro the 
Government | Reginan legitimam- fecerunt -—- 
egnj conferret, --- 


P. 920, 921. 


ut uſarpatrici jus & tirulum 
nec jus Regni acquiſivie | which according to 
the Do&or's vein of Interpretation ſignifies 2 


Right to Obedience without a ligal Title, And 
yet at the ſame time rells me, 7 
Vind. p, 23. greatly prevaricate in pretending 
to give the Bi/hops (enſe. But what 
the Biſhop's own judgment was, with reſpe& 
ro the Peoples conſent conferring a Right to the 
Government, oy be ſeen above, and alſo 
an expreſs determination z as may be (cen ar 
Iirge p. 291+ 
My next citation is out of Dr. 7ackson, and 
the DoRor allows It, 7 hat a meer Wſurper or 4 
Tyrant by Title may be yeſoſted by violence tven to 
Depoſition or Leath, And then he makes his 
Exceptions, Our Author confeſſes Dy. Jackſon 
will not allow Reſeſtance to 6! made by every body, 
' but he ſays it with this Qualification ſaute in the 
Right and Intereſt of the right Heir, Or by. bis 
Commiſion or Commend, Anc nerehe tells me, 
1 bave made a Conqu.tiive 8 D::yinAive Or for 
And. Now I own tizar 1+ maac 1n the Prinr, 
but it was no: made 11 tc Copy, which was 
_ carefu'ly and vi batim rranicrtn'd from Dr. 
Facksn, but by the mitiak* of rhe Printer, 


and T muſt tell the Door, I lad not the 
Corre&ian of the ſheets as they: came from 
the Preſs, bur they were forced to take thelr 
chance, and there were a great many more 
Errors than that; and *tis hkely there will be 
as many in this; and I know not how to 2- 
void ir. But atter all, there way no need of 
ſuch an our-cry about It, for the change of 
that Particle makes no change in the Argu- 
ment; 2nd *tis equally valid againſt him 
with and without char Particle. 


The DoRor hath not rranſccib*d what I ci. 
ted our of Dr. Fackson, but hath given us the 
next Paragraph, and appeals to the Reader 
on which fide Dr. Fackson is, and therefore 1 
ſhall obſerve his method, and confider whe- 
ther what he hath cited makes for him, and 
then ſhew how that which I have cited makes 
againſt him. 

The Paragraph is this, and the DoRor hath 
cited it at length: Ss then a Tyrant or Hſurper 
may be depoſed or reſiſted, bat thus refiſted he may 
not be by every man who knows him to be an Wſur- 
per : for a man may tranſgreſs this Rule of the 
Apoſtle an4 reſs}t God's Ordinance by reſiſting the 
powtr wherewsth be i inveſted, tho not ſamply by 
ug/ine him, Aliud eſt Magiſtratum efle aliud 

n Magiſtratu eſſe, aut Magiſtratum gerere, 

It is one thing to be « true and lawful Magi''rate, 
another thing to bear or extcate the effice of a trut 
Magiſtrate. The Atts of a falſe Magiſtrate or 
Intruder, whilſt be is in Magiftratu in the office 
it ſelf, are of validity, 445 Perſon us to bt obey'd, 
not refolted by every man, antill be be declared to 
be an uſarper or Intruder by ſome higher Powir or 
Authoraty, Few Tyrants have gotten inveſtiture 
or admiſſion to Royal Power by more indirifi means . 
than Richard 111. in this Kingdom did, jet many 
Ails and Exerciſes of Royal Power, tho proceeding 
from him, were legal, and of validity; nor did 
they reſet the Ordinance of God that bave office 
under him, and obey bis Summons, whether for 
Parliament, or otber bufenef\ of State. Jt had 
been a ſin foz any man of his own p2:1vate 
head to Have EiUD Him, 2 be/t a 1h» jpare of 
his reige be did reſt the Ordinance of Go iy tha 
bilongs to the bightr Powers only. or wnts them 
ts whom (be ſip ime Power by Right is annered : 
and ſo Henry of Richmond w.- aithoriyd by 
God's Ordinance to extcate Vingeance and to bring 
Condemnation on this Tyrant , which tiny nan 
u megant 
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might not have done, which perhaps no other 
might have done ſave m his Right and In- 
rereſt, aud by hy Commiſſion and Com- 
mand. 

This is the intire Paragraph, which the Dr. 
leaves hu Reader to judge on wich fide Dr. 
Jackfon 1s, and I will leave 1m to judge whe- 
ther theſe plain propoſitions are not deduCible 
from it, and then let him make his belt of the 
reit, 

1. That every man may not refift an Uſur- 
per, tho he knows him to be fo. 

2. That the Ats of a falſe Magiſtrate or In- 
truder, while he is in the office are of validity, 
his Perſon is to be obeyed and not refiſted by 
every man. But then it is with this qualifica- 
tion, until he be dec/ared to be an Uſurper or 
Intruder by ſome Higher Power and Authoraty ; 
but then by conſequence when he is ſo declared, 
his Acts are not of validity, nor 1s his Perſon 
to be obeyed, (and let the Dr. remember that 
too) and who zre thoſe Higher Powers that may 
declare this, why if the Dr. would have men- 
tioned what I had cited, it would have appeared 
to have been the Rightful King : And it 1; ſut- 
ficiently exprefled in this Paragraph, them un- 
to whom the Supreme Power by Right 1s ar- 
nexed; and this confutes all the Drs. Princyggs 
and Arguments. For then the Prince ou 
PofleMon is our King and the Higher Powers, 
And there is nothing of duty owing toan Uſur- 
per, whenſoever he pleaſe to declare him fo: I 
wonder the Dr. did not think ot this, and tell 
us as te dyes about receiving a Commitiion 
from a diſp »ſlſefſed King. That the great Que- 
ſtion is, whether Subjects may lawfully hear a 
Proclimation from the diſpoſleſied Prince ; 
which would have been a fine complement to 
Dr. Facs:n, He ſup, ofes the Righ:itul Prince 
may declare the Poifeffor an Uſurper, but at 
the ſame time, ſuppo *s there are no ways where- 
by he can declare 1t, or (hich is all one) that 
no body cin take notice of his Declaration. For 
this D=claration 1 lainly (in the ſenſe of Dr. 
Faciom) reſpects thoſe under the Uſurper, as 
tie rarity of his Afis, the obedrence to his 
P-r/1. — Theſe reſpect only thoſe under the 
Uurprs Power z and then I would ask the Dr. 
vw {12ther a Riphttul Prince aCtually inlifting up- 
on bis Right, and making war in proſecution 
of.it, be not a ſufficient Declaration as to this 


We are now come to matter of fact, the 
Caſe of Richard the Third : And from whit 
Dr. Zac;50n ſays, theſe things are plain. | 

1. That Richard the Third came to be inve- 
ſted with Royal Power by very indirect means. 

2. That many Acts of Royal Power tho pro. 
ceeding from him were legal, 

3. Thit they that bore office under him, or 
obeyed his ſummons t. Parliament did not reſi t 
the Ordinance of Go\. "_ 

4. That it had been a fin for any man of 543 
otn private head to have killed bim. And this 
the Dr. hath put into great black letters. as if 
there were ſome very great matter in it : Bat in 
truth 1t 1s nothing at all, for I do not know that 
it is a Queſtion between us, whether any man 
of his cn pravate head may kill an Ufurper 
whatever ſome learned men have (aid about it. 
But this I can tell him, that Dr. Fackson —_ 
preſſing 1t with this cautious limitation, plainly 
ſuppoles that he thought it might be done by 
private men,tho not of their own private He ds 
And therefore, ; 

5. Every man is not Avenger of ſuch as re- 
fat the ordinarce of God,i.e.of Uſurpers, which 
plainly ſuppoſes that ſome men are: And Dr. 
Jackon immediatly tells us who are, Thrs be- 
longs to the Higher Powers only, or unto them 
to whem the Supreme Power by right is an- 
nexed, 1. e. The Righttul Prince hath Autho- 
rity, and 1s an Avenger of an Uſarper. And 
fo Henry of R;chmond was a:ithorized by God's 
Ordinance, 1. e. he was the Right Heir tor that 
the Dr. plainly means by God's Ordinance 
(This indeed 1s a miſtake in Hiſtory, but that 
1s nothing to the Argument) and upon that 
account, had authority to execute vengeance 
on him; which every one might not, which 
perhaps no other might have done [ave only 
in hy == and intereſt, and by his Commiſe 
fion and Command; 1. e. tho others may not 
do it of their own private heads, yet they may 
in the right and intereſt, and by the Commiſ- 
ſion and Command of the Right Heir. And 
now we have 1t with the Comun#ive, and what 
hath the Dr. to ſay to i: ? he tells us, 
tho ever doubted, but a Rightful Vindic. 
Prince, when diſpoſſeſſed unjuſtly p. 57, 
may recover hu Tirone if be can, 
and diſpoſſeſs the Uſirper, or that thoſe who 
lamfully receive Commuſſions from hum may 
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lawfully fight in his quarrel. But the great 
Queſtion jtall remains, whether Subjefs may 
lawfully take Commiſſion from the diſpoſſeſſed 
Prince, to fight againſt the Prince, who 
ſetled in the poſſeſſion of the Throne ; this Dr. 
Jackſon does not ſay, and therefore he can do 
our Axthor no ſervice. Right he does not ſay 
it, nor was there any reaſon for it, but this he 
ſays, that the Right Heir, or diſpoſleſſed Prince 
is the Higher Powers, and it isa great Queſtion 
indeed, whether the Subjects may lawfully take 
a Commiſſion from the Higher Powers, and 
the inſtance makes this as clear as the Sun, 
Dr. Fackgon lays. perhaps no other Perſon might 
have done ut, ſave only in his right and mter- 
eſt, and by Hig commiſſion and command; and 
in whoſe right and interelt, &c. did he mean ? 
why truly in the right and intereſt, and by the 
he. Arr and command of Henry of R:ch- 
mond; and who I pray were the men that took 
Commillions of hum, and fought for him ? 
why truly no body elſe, but the Subjects of 
England even at the ſame time that the Uſur- 
per actually governed ; and then the Subjects 
may lawfully take Commiſſions from the Right 
Heir, to tight againſt the Prince, who is fetled 
in the Pofleffion of the Throne. The truth is 
any man who is not concern'd it ſhould mean 
otherwiſe, will eafily fee, that what Dr. Fackson 


| here obviates is the reſiſting or killing an Uſur- 


per of a mans own private head, but by no 
means to prejudice the Right and Intereit of 
the Lawful Prince ; as appears plainly by the 
former limitation, that the Atts of a falſe Ma- 

iſtrate are of validity, and bu Perſon 1s to 
tb obeyed, until he be declared an Uſurper by 
ſome Higher Power. And the Caſe of Richard 
and-Henry is but an example to illuſtrate the 
Doctrine he had before delivered ; and when 
Henry of Richmond had declared R:chard an 
Uſurper, (as he manifeſtly did by making war 
upon him) the validity ot his Acts of Govern- 
ment and Obedience to his Perſon fcll from 
him, and centred in the Higher Powers and in 
the Ordinance of God ; and 'tis ridiculous to 
queſtion the lawtulneſs of taking Commitſions 
trom the Higher Powers, to tight againſt a 
Prince who hith no Authority, and when there 
is no obedience due to him. And by this time 
the Dr. may fee what great Reaſon he had to ap- 
peal to his Reader zo judge on which fide Dr, 
Jackſon 5x. 


As to the validity of the Acts of Government 
by 2n Uturper, the Dr. may be ſatisfied in the 
Caſe of A/l:riance ty a King de fatto. ' And 
that worthy Author hath fince given kim abun- 
dant ſatisfaction, 

We have now ſeen how much that which he 
hat!» cited out of Dr. Fa:ks044 makes for him, 
in the next place let us confider, how much 
that which I have cited inakes againit him, he 
did not carcto repeat it ; but thus it is as much 
as concerns the Caſe of Uturpation. 

He who # a mere Uſurper, or a Tyrant by 
Title may be reſiſted by vio/:nce even to depoſi- 
tion, or death, albeit he happens io exerciſe 
his power with ſuch moderation, as would be- 
come a juſt and lawful King ; — it wa truth 
unqueſtionable, that a Tyrant by Title, &c. may 
be reſiſted without reſiſtins the Ordinance of 
God: And the Reaſon is plain, for that he 
could neither uſurp, nor continue hi power 0+ 
therwiſe than by reſiſting ſome Higher Powers, 
or by refiſting the Ordmance of God ; and a- 
mong others he inſtances, az caſe he uſurp or 
exerciſgs Royal Authority over ſuch as have 
been formerly governed by Royal Succeſſion ; 
he openly reſiſts power much hither than his 
own, whether thy power be yet actually ans 
nexed to ſome known Perſons, that have Right 
or Title to the Kingdom by Succeſſion, or whes 
ther in defeft of the Antient Royal ITue, &Cc. 
from hence theſe things are plain. 

1. That an Uſurper may juſtly be refiſted 
and depoſed, and therefore he hath not the ir= 
refiitable Authority of a . Sovereign Prince. 
And the Drs. Title to his Book, and his Hypo- 
theſis do not agree ; the Title is the Caſe of Al- 
legiauce due ro Dovereign Pzinces: And 
his Hypotheſis concerns only obedience to U- 
ſurped Powers. 

2. The formalreaſon why they may be reſiſt= 
ed or depoſed is,becauſe they reiatt ſome Higher 
Porwers, or they refit the Ordinance of God; 
and from whence it plainly and undeniably fol- 
lows. 

t. That Uſurpers are not the Higher Powers 
nor the Ordnance of God, tor 'tis a contradt- 
Ction to ſay, that thoſe are the Higher Powers 
or the Ordinance of God, whoſe very ellerce 
and conititution conſiſts inrelilting them Ard 
this ſtrikes at the#Root of both the Douctcrs 
Books. 

u 2 2. That 
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2. That the Right Heir or the King out of 
poſſeſſion, is the Higher Power and the Ordi- 
nance of God, for otherwiſe it could not be 
ſaid, that an mmtruder wmto the Office Royal 
could never uſurp or continue h1s power other- 
w/e then by reſiſting ſome hi2her power or the 
O- dinance of God; and as he afterwards ex- 
preſſes it with reſpect to a Government by (uc- 
ceilion, He (the Uſurper) reſiſts power much 
Higher than his own. And if the Right Heir 
or King out of polletTion be the Higher Power 
and the Ordinance of God, then he 1s the Pere 
ſon within the Precept of the Apoſtle in the 
13th to the Romans and not the Uſurper. And 
therefore whatever may be due to an Uſurper 
in the exerciſe of Royal Power tin indifferent 
caſes, nothing can bs due to him in prequdice 
of the Right Heir, for our duty to the place 
and power the Uſurper holds (which is the ut- 
moſt Dr. Fackson allows}! can never be 1nter- 
preted to the wrong and injury ef the Perſon, 
to whom that place and power of Right be- 
iongs, and whoſe it is: For I hope no duty 
to Uſurpers will excuſe us for reliltzng the 
Higher Powers, and the Ordinance of God ; 
and if the Right Heir be the Higher Power and 
the Ordinance of God, then whoſoever refitts 
him, refiils the Higher Power and the Ordie 
nance of God : And I would fain know, 1t the 
Uſarper by reliſting the Rightful Prince, refiits 
the Higher Power and the Ordinance of God,why 
alſo every m:nelle that refiſts the rightfulPrince 
does not likewiſe refift,the H:gher Paper & the 
Ordinance of God. . And the Dr. may trie it he 
has a diſtinction that can make it a duty to obey 
Uſurp-rs, in oppoſition to St. Pau/, who com- 
mands.us to obey the Higher Powers, and who 
are ordained of God. 

And thus Dr. F4ck-on himſelf expreſly de- 
&<rininesit in the very cafe of Richard the Third. 
He tells us, (3. Tom. p. 881. ) They were not 
Traitors that azd yeild obedrence to the Laws 
made by him, or ſubmit themſclves unto the 
Magiſtrates of his appointment, ſave on!y an 
Caſs wherein the Laws made by him might 
prejudrce the fundam: ntal Laws of ths Kng- 
dom, cr cut off the Right of Duccetſion to 
the C20wn. But in caje the Magiſtrates Earls, 
er Barons created by him, ſhould have com- 
manded ther infertors to t ate arms againſt the 
known and lawful hcir :0 hs Crown,co have 


yeilded obedience to them in this caſe, had beey 
Treaſon ; as Bieh himſelf during all the time 
of his Reazn was no better than a Traitoz. 

I have one thing more to obſerve from hence, 
and that is, that the «ightful King out of Poſ- 
ſetſion 1s not only the Higher Power, but that 
he has the Power aituallp annex'd to his Per- 
ſon, for thus Dr. Facks-1: expreſſes it, the Ufar- 
per openly reſiſts Power much h:gher than hg 
own, whether the Power be yet attually an- 
nexed to ſome known Perſons that have Right 
or Title to the Kingdom by ſucceſſion ; which 
overthrows at lea(t one half of his two books, 
and all his Arguments abont ata! Authority, 
&c, And beiides fully anſwers his little ex- 
ception about receiving Commiſſions from 
them ; for it is ridiculous and a contradiction 
to talk of Power being atually annexed to the 
Perſon of a Prince, when he cannot exerciſe 
any Ats of Power and Authority. 

The Dr. comes to examine another citation 
I produced out of Dr. Fackson. And uſhers it 
in with this laudable preface 3 But this he has 
ſo ſhamefully mangled, that a tittle diſcretion 
would have taught him rather to have left it 
out, then to have betrayed ſo much diſhoneſty 
in hy quotations, Theſe are hard words, and 
the Dr. is bound in honour to make them good, 
for it is ſhameleſs with a witneſs to charge a 
man at this rate, and have nothing to ſay to ju- 
{tifie it; And let us Fe what it 1she does (ay : 
He ſays, he will zrve the Reader the entire paſ- 
ſage. | 
1. Jehoiada in that he was High Prieſt, was 
a prame Peer im the Realm of Judah, and in- 
veſted with the Power of Furiſdittion next mm 
order and dignity to the Higher Power ; This 
(faith the Dr. ) our Author leaves out : Right 
I did fo, and what reaſon was there to tranſcribe 
more than was necef{lary, and concerned the que- 
{tion. I wonder he did not charge me with dif- 
honeſty tor not quoting the whole Sermon. But 
he ſays, it #s very material, becauſe it ſhows by 
mhat Authority be did it, as the ordinary Sts 
preme Magiſtrate in the vacancy of the Throne, 
then it ſeems the Throne was vacant, and I 
would defare the Dr. to tell me when according 
to his Principles ; when Arhaliah was on the 
Throne, it was till'd with God's Providential 
Queen, when Foaſh was crown'd it was fill'd 
with a King by Divine Entail ; but according to 
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the Dr. it was never vacant, and conſequently ac 
cording to him Fehorada never thad any ſuch 
Authority. But the truth is the Throne was 
vacant all the time the Uſurper poſſetled it, 1.e. 
it was not legally fill'd: And Fehorada as a 
Prime Peer of the Kingdom was to take care 
and to exerciſe his Authority. th:t the Right 
Heir migtt be reitored ; as Dr. Fackson ſays, 
In the Right: of this Prince, and for the attu- 
al annexaon of the Supreme Power to his Per- 
ſon (wito whom 1t was Ge jure annexed) Jehoi- 
ada being the chief Mazzſtrate, did by force 
and violence depoſe her. Ard not as the Dr. 
ſeems to infinuate, that he had any power to 
make a Deciſion of a controverſie between the 
Right Heir, and the Uſurper, and which way 
ſoever he determined it, the People were bound 
to acquieſce ; for Dr. Sher/ock adds, that is 
not merely in by Right of Prieſthood, as the 
Papiſts pretend, nor merely as a Subje, but 
as being the Higher Power and Authority to 
whom the judgment of ſuch matters belonged, 
as he had obſerved before z what have we pot 
here? can the Prime Peer of a Kingdom judge 
authoritatively and judicially of Kings? if the 
Dr. could perſuade Dr. Fackson to lay this. it 
might do his Hypothelis of the Peoples conſent 
in Parl:ament (ome ſervice ; but his Doctrine 
about providence would ſuffer as much by it on 
tie other hand, for then there would be a Tri- 

bunal on Farth for the deciſion of 
Vindic. differences between Kings and Uſur- 
p. 46. pers; and then the Events of Pro- 

vidence would make no difference 
between private injuries and uſurpations of 


Government. Let that go as it will, he tells 


us, Dr. Fackson had obſerved this before : 
Now indeed Dr. Fackson did obſerve, that an 
Ulurper's Acts are of validity, &c. till he be 
declared to be an Uſurper by ſome Wjgher 
Power 02 Juthozity ; now transfer this to 
Athahah and Fehozada, and fee what wiſe work 
we ſhall make on't, ghat is to ſay all the time of 
Athaliabs Uſurpation, Zehozada was the Higher 
Powers, and then Athaliah's power muit be 
mferiour to his; and foat lait he has made a 
pure Qzeen of her, to have a Power inferiour 
and under the Authority of her ow Subjects ; 

tor he tells us, Jehoiada /ub- 
Vindic. p. 27. mitted to her and ought to be 

juſtsfied in it» But the truth 
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is Dr Fach:on obſerv'd nothing at all of this; by 
the Higher Powers he means, the Right Heir 
and Lawfu King as | have ſhewed betore; and 
in this very place the Dr. cites out of him; he 
ſays Jehoiada was inveſted with the Power of 
Furi/dittion next tn ozMer and dignity to the 
Bigher Power ; and I ſuppoſe next to the 
Higher Power, is not the Higher Power it ſelf. 
And therefore Fehorada depoſed and killed A4- 
thaliah, not meer'y in r12ht of hu Prieſthood, 
nor merely in Right of his Peer|ge , But Dr. 
Fack:on (ays, exprelly in the Right of this 
Prince, 1. e. the Infant Joaſh unto whoſe Per- 
fon, -The Power Royal was by Right annexed. 
And to whom by virtue of his high Stition,and 
his Relation to him as being the Kings Uncle, 
he might be Guardian ; and therefore the tittelt 
to prelide and manage that undertaking, but tt 
does not therefore follow, that if he had negle- 
ed it, or took part with the U'ſurper, but any 
other Peer or Subject might have undertaken 1t 
in the fame Right, and by the ſame Authority ; 
and Dr. Fackson plainly intimates it by the 1n- 
ference he draws from hence which the Dr. 
conceals, tho he told us he would give the Read- 
er the zntire paſſage ; Is it then all one 'n 
theſe mens Divinity, for a Tubjert 02 Peer 
of any Realm to ſtand for the Right of bs 
Leize Lord againſt a Stranger or T/urper,&C. 
So then it ſeems a SubjeR or Peer (and I hope 
02 is a DisjunCtive, a Subject that is not a Peer) 
may ſtand by the Right of his Leige Lord as 
gain{t an Uſurper as well as a Prime Peer. The 
Dr. here charges me with /pamefr'ly manglirg 
this paſſage of Dr. Fackon, and 1 ſhall leave it 
with the Reader, whether he hath not ſhame- 
Fully mterpreted it, He adds, This 5 the ve- 
ry account the Convocation gives of it, that 
Jehoiada did thy being the Kings Uncle, and 
the chief Head and Prince of hu Tribe, that 
#, not a private Subjeft, but a chief Prince 
in the Ki gdom of Judah. Now the Dr. deals 
with the Convocation juſt as he hath done with 
Dr. Zackson, and to ſhew what a fatr interpre- 
tation he makes I ſhall cite the paſſage : * Now 
* after (1x years, that Zoaſh, the true, 

*and natural Heir apparent to the Corivoc. 
* Crown, had been fo brought up. p. 41- 

* He the faid Fehorada being the 

* Kings Uncle, and the chief Head or Prince of 
* his tribe, ſent through Judah for the Levites 

*and 


ad chief Fathers both of Fudah and Ben; a- 
* min to come unto him to Fernſa/em, who 
* accordingly repairing thither, and being made 
* acquainted by him _ with the preſervation of 
* their Prince, and that it was the Lords will 
* that he ſhould reign over them ; they altoge- 
* ther by a covenant acknowledged their Alle- 
* giance to him, as unto their Lawful King, and 
* ſo diſpoſed of things, as preſently after he was 
© crowned and anointed ; which dutiful office 
* of Subjects being performed, they apprehend- 
* ed the Ulurper Athaliah and flew her, as be- 
* fore it was by the ſaid States refolved. In all 
* the proceſs of which aCtion nothing was done, 
* either by the High Prieſt, or by thereſt of the 
' Princes and People of Fudah, which God hime 
© ſelf did not require at their hands : And what 
* is all this to Jehoiada's bezng the Higher Power 
and Authority to whom the judgment of ſuch 
matters belonged ? where is any judicial or au- 
thoritative Act of his ? he conven'd them in- 
deed. and which be might do as High Prieit, 
and Prince of his Tribe, and acquainted them 
with the Preſervation of their Prince ; and the 
Convocation attributes no more to him in par- 
ticular; but the acknowledgment of their Alle- 
giance, and the buſineſs of depofing and flay- 
ing Athaliah was reſolved on by common con 
ſent ; (by the ſaid States) There is nothing of 
Authority aſcrib'd to Fehozada in this, and they 
expreſs it yet plainer in their Canox. - * Or that 
* 7ehotada the High Prielt was not bound, as 
© he was a Prieſt both to snform the Princes and 
© People, of the Lords promiſe, that Foaſk 
* ſhould reign over them, and likewiſe to anoint 
© him. Now as[1 take it :nforming 1s not com- 
manding them, nor directing them by an act 
of Authority. And if Feho:zada had not done 
as he was bound, if he had not informed them, 
nay if he had snformed them otherwiſe, yet if 
they had been 1nformed any other way, I ſup- 
pole they might have done their duty, and have 
acknowledged their Allegiance to their natural 
Prince, and have reſolved together to depoſe 
and ſlay the Uſurper, what Authority ſoever 
Fehoiada had, or how much ſoever he had 11. 
formed or commanded them to the contrary ; 
was it their duty to adhere to their natural 
Prince or not ? if it was, the interpoſition of 
Fehoiada's Authority either way could not in- 
tluence that z the great Authority of the High 
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Prieſt migl.t indeed facilitate and expedite the 
ſetting him on the Thro1e, but could not make 
thit a duty which was 11ot, nor make that ceaſe 
to be a duty which was (o belore. 


gn v yo let me = = OO is the 
amefiul mang/ing and diſhomeſty in my not 
citing this ws F moyrry being a -E = 
Peer, and inveſted with Porver of juriſdition 
next to the Higher Power ? For what 18 that to 
the purpoſe for which I cited Dr. Zackson * The 
ſingle queſtion is, whether it be lawful to obey 
an Uſurper in polletiion of the Throne, in oppo- 
fition to the Right Heir out of potſeflion ; and 
what was the heigth of his Station, and the 
power of his Juriſdiction to that ? as high as he 
was, it was not lawful tor him, and his fact 
plainly declaresit. His high dignity indeed made 
it reaſonable tor him to interpole his Authority 
in behalf oi the Right Heir, and was the fitteſt 
to conduct and manage an affair of that na« 
ture, but 1t made no difference in the lawful. 
neſs of the thing 3 for if it be unlawful for a 
Prime Peer to joyn himſelf to an Uſurper in 
oppolition to the Rightful Prince, 'tis unlaw- 
ful tor a private Subjet. And that was all 
that I was concerned 1n; it was foreign to the 
queltion to meddle in the diſpute with the Pa- 
piits, to whom this was an Anſwer, for they 
urge this fact of Feho:ada as an Act of Autho- 
rity annexed to the Priefthood, And the Dr. 
ſays in expreſs terms, That this was an AR of 
Authority and Furiſdittion, I will not return 
his (currilous ;nuendo of looking kind!y towards 
Rome ; but he hath given the Papilt greater 
advantage in this Controverlie than any Prote- 
ſtant ever did: For if it be granted, that this 
was an Att of Furiſdition and Authority in 
Fehotada, the Quettion hath a new face, and 
'tis ſplitting an hair, whether that was the Au- 
thority of the High Prieſt,or of the Prime Peer ; 
Whereas all Proteſtants have fix'd it upon a 
clearer bottom, and ſay that what he did, was 
in the Right of his Prince, and not by any Au- 
thority of his own ; and remove the controver« 
lie oft of that bottom, and admit that Fehosg- 
da acted in a way of Fursſdittion, it will be 
very difficult to prove,but that the High Prielt, 
qua (o, had tne higheſt Authority in that State, 
next to the King ; and conſequently if Fehozada 
acted authoritatzvely it was in the capacity of 

High 


High Prieſt, and not as the Kings Uncle or as 
a Prime Peer. 

He proceeds out of Dr. Facksen, ſecond!y, 
the Power Royal or Supreme was by 
right, by the expres Ordinance, and 
pofirive Law of God, annexed unto 
the Infant Prizice, whom Jehoada's 
Tife had ſaved from the Tyranny of Athaliah, 
as being next Heir nsw a/ive unto David. In 
the Right of this Prnice, and for the Actual 
annexin of the Supreme Power to his Perſon 
(unto whom it was Ce jure annexed) Jehoiada 
being the chief Magiſtrate in the vacancy, did 
oy Snag »iolence depo'e her who had ufur- 
ped the Royal Scepter by violence, and cruel 
murder of her Seed Rizal. The Dr. adds, all 
thiſe words in a different charatter are left 
out by our Author, And that is true, and ſome 
of them very material ones, and that 1s true 
too ; for inftance, In the Right of thu Prince, 
and for the attual annexion of the Supreme 
Power to hy Perſon (unto whem 1t was de u- 
re ar.nexed) Jehoiada being the chief Magt- 
ftrate in the vacancy, did by force and vio- 
lence: depoſe her. Nov: I think this is very ma- 
terial to prove theſe two things. 1. Tha: 
haada did not at judically, and by way of 
Authority determirs tize Gove mien f 5.7 7/9, 
and depoſe Athaiza, but he «©.d1t 2.1 


Vindic. 
P. 78. 


% 
of the Prince. And / ing 7! « mr. 
ſtrate in the vacancy. mad. '1'” © ;vwCl 
and Authority, for che a7. ! rm vi of the 
Supreme: Porrer to» 1s Peron, uni oom it 


was de jure aznexed ; 1 e. He didright to hs 
Prince, not as a Judge. but asa Prime Miniiter 
of great power. 2. That the Drs. outcry about 
the change of one particic for another (x for 
and) 1s a meer Cavi!, for if what Dr. Fackson 
ſays here may interpret h:s ſenſe, then the Par- 
ticle and in that fen!ence (ſave 01.y in bis 
right and intereft and »y his Commiſſion and 
command} is to be undericood drsunitively ; 
for 'tis not to be ſnppoſed, that ſuch an Infant 
Prince could give Zehn:ada a Commiſſion And 
then a Subject eſpecially if he be the Prime 
Peer, may depoſe an Uſurper in the Right of 
a diſpoſſeiſed Prince, without his Commiſſion, 
or, if it may be ſuppoſed, then a Subject may 
lawfully take a Commiſſion from a diſpoſſeſſed 
Prince, to fizht againſt an Uſurper m the 
Poſſeſſion of the Throne ; and the Dr. may take 
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his choice, and ſuppoſe which he pleaſes. But 
theſe it ſeems, were not ſo m2tcrial as the Dr 
thought fit to take notice of, but he names two» 
Jehotada being the chief Mariſtrate in t/+ 
vacavicy, which (he ſays) ſhews this was a1 
Af of Authority and Fur:{diAion : But of 
that enough hath been ſaid already. The other 
is, By the Expreſs Ordinance , and poſitive 
Law of God , and the next Heir now alivs 
unto David , which plainly refers to the Di. 
ovine Entail mm David's Family , and diſtin. 
guiſhes th 1s from the. Caſe of other TUſurpers. 
Now I conte's had T cited this paſſage againſt 
the DoCtor, it had been reaſonable for me to 
have repeated thele words, becauſe helays ſuch 
a mighty ſtreſs on them ; but I have told him 
already, that by the Citations, I had only re- 
ſpect to the Author againſt whom I wrot ; and 
my Pamphlet was in the Preſs, before his Book 
was publiſh'd , and I never ſaw it afterwards, 
"till it was abroad. That Author fays nothing 
of the D:vime Entail , tho the Dr. do's; and 
his Argume:ts about it I have confider'd be- 
fore. But that Dr. Fackson made no ſuch 
difterence between the Cife of Athalt:h ard 
other Uſurp-: 5 appears plainly from the gene- 
ral D- Frine, w.ach he delivers before. And 


W1tn havin” 1 -courle to titat, if tae Doctor 
v Ou! have wane Dr. 5 acksor: and me right, 


d have repeated what I had cited out of 
Min, it would evidently have appear'd to the 
Reader, that Dr F1:ksou made no manner of 
difterence in that re{pe&t 3 nor thought that 
the Divine Entar' made any alteration , with 
reſpect to Uſurpition, or the duty 


of Subjects; for he draws from Anſwer to 
hence a general inference , which Pamph. 
Concerns all times and places : for p. 28. 


It immediately follows ; and which 

I had cited from him, and which the Doftor 
omits and ſupprefles, Ir it then all one in 
theſe mens Drvintty, for a Subjet, or Peer of 
anp Realm ( not only of the Reilm of Judah ) 
to land for the Rig/.t of hts Liege Lord, and 
for the ancient Liberties of his Native Cnuns 
try, againſt a Stranger or Uſurper * And for 
a Stranger , no Natzve Member of this or the 
like Chriſtian Common- wealth, to throw down 
the Lawfu! King from hs Throne * or to ati» 
theorize hs Subjeits or others, to do to bum, 
as Jchoiada did io Athaltah + And ts bring 
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in a Stranger or Alien, as be to caſt out a 
Stranger or Uſurper ? This immediately fol- 
lows in Dr Fackson,and 1 had cited them verba- 
tim trom him, which diretly anſwer his Exce- 
ptions, and which he perfectly ſupprelles, and 
yet tells his Reader , he would give him the 
entire paſſage ; ard yet notwithſtanding he 
could make this Preface to his Examination ot 
this paſſage: But this ( Citation 
from Dr. Fack-on } he has /o 
ſhamefully mangled, that a (utle 
diſcretion would have taught im rather to 
have left it out ( as it ſeews the Drs. diſcretion 
taught him to /eave ove what made againſt 
him ) than to have betrayed ſo much aiſho- 
neſly in his Quotations. Now all that I ſhall 
obſerve from hence is, that the Doctor II very 
clamorous in his charges, but very untortunate 
withal ; for they always turn upon lim, and 
come home to him. 

The Dr. tells me , I conclude my Poſtſcript 
rrith Rage and Venom : that is to ſay, 'tis ve- 
ry Furtons and venemous to charge Dr. Sher- 
lock with maintaining of Paradoxes, tho he 
hath done nothing elle in his two laſt Books ; 
and any man that hath heard of the Diſtinction 
of Tyrannus fine Titulo, & Tyrannus exer- 
catio, is able to diſcover it. And he cannot 
be prevail'd upon to clear himſelt of it, but 
leaves it to a Learn'd Pen to do it for him ; 
which is a ſmall demonſtration, that he cannot 
do it himſelf. It was very venemous too, I 
ſuppoſe, to joyn him in this matter with 
Goodwyn, Eaton, and ſuch as they : and I 
muſt confeſs, they are not very laudable Com- 
panions : But peop'e that maintain the ſame 
Doctrines and Opinions, have no great reaſon 
to quarrel at their company: And it he does not 
like them, he may try it he can tell where to 
get any better : Would he have had me joyn'd 
him with Biſhop Sander/or., when he hath uſed 
his utmoſt skill to confute him, or with 
Dr. Hammond, and the other famous Wor- 
thies of oug Church, when they maintain the 
clean contrary to what he does * 

I had cited a patlage out of his Coſe of Re- 
ſij-an.e, and this 1s venemous 
too ; and how can I help it, it 
his Caſe of Reſiſtance contains 
fuch Yenom ? But for part, I took it for an- 
tzdare , and for that end recited it, as a Pre- 


P. 77, 78. 
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ſervative and Antidote: And the Argument 
I raisd from it , is this, That what the Do- 
Ctor had lay'd down concer- 
ning Uſurped Powers, was Poſiſcr. p.18, 
the ſen'e of the Church of | 
Engiand at that time. And the Reaſon 1 
gave for it was, for this paſſage was never 
ueſtion'd, till he hath now done zt himſelf. 
ut this was fo very venomous, that the Do- 
Ctor would not come near it. Well ! he tells 
us, he bath changed his opinton indeed 4- 
bout the Authority of Uſurpers. Ard I have 
nothing to fay to that ; he may change his 
opinion as often as he pleaſe. But he tells 
us, he has Scripture and Reafon , the Au- 
thority of the Church of England, to juſtifie 
this change. But I do not think thele are 
half fo changeable as the DoCtor's Principles, 
nor will turn with the Compaſs , he preten- 
ded he had them before, and with as much 
aflurance as he does now : And whether he 
hath them now to juſtite him, is the ſubject 
of our preſent Controverhe. 


He adds, But what a cha- 
ritable opinion eur Author has Vindic. p. 79. 
of the preſent Government , 
and of all that comply with it , we may ſee 
in the parallel he makes between my Caſe, 
and that of Wazael, As if ſwearing to 
King William and Queen Mary, were as great, 
as notorious, as fe f-evident an impiety and 
wickedneſs, as all the willa- 
nies which the Prophet Eliſha 
foretold Bazael, that he would 
be guilty of : I know the Evil that theu 
wilt do unto the Children of Jſrael ; their 
ſtrong holds wilt thou ſet on fire, and their 
yours men wilt theu ſlay with the ſwerd, 
and wilt daſh their children, and rip u 
their women with ch1/d, Now the Doctor's 
Reader, ( eſpecially if he be eaſe of belief ) ' 
is to ſuppoſe that I ſaid all theſe matters, 
and made fuch terrible compariſons ; whereas 
in truth 3 (21d no tuch word , nor any thing 
like it. 1 compar*'d indeed 
Pazacl's ch:ng2 of mul, and Poſtfcr. p. 18, 
the DoCtor s , anc vat v that 
to the Goverrmert , or to thoſe thit com- 
ply with it + } v onder* the Doctor did not 
tell me, thac . varallel'd his Caſe of Alie- 
Liawce, 


2 Kings 3.12, 
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giance , with Hazaei's laying the young 
men , and this would have been dreadful 
indeed, and would have ſhewn, what an 
opinion I had of his Arguments ; whereas 
I do not think they are halt fo formidable, 
nor will do any miſchiet at all. Bazael 
indeed, thought it was impoſſible for him 


do thoſe things , the Prophet told him he . 


would do, and which afterwards he actu- 
ally did. And had the like Queſtion been 
put to the Doctor concerning his preſent 
Opinions ar.d Practices, I believe he would 
have return'd ſuch an Anſwer: 2. e. he 
would have thought” it as impoſſible for 
him to own and praCtiſe what he has done, 
as Hazac! thought it impotlible for him 
to do what he afterwardsdid. And what 
is this to my opinion of the Govern- 
ment , and of thoje that comply with at ? 
But this is another Artifice of the Doctor's : 
He would fain interpret what 1 ſay againſt 
him and his Hypotheſis, to be againtt the 
Government, and all thoſe that comply : 
whereas I diſpute againſt no body but 
him. He does not know, whether I have, 
or have rot a charitable opinion of the 
Government, or the Complyers ; but he 
knows what opinicn I have of his Hypc» 
theſis and Arguments: and let him defend 
them as well as he can. without troubling 
himſelf with Inquiries that do not concern 
him, ard entitling other men to matters 
that are peculiarly his own. 


To my Parting Requeſt, the DoCtor an- 
ſwers, 1 do afftiym it again, That 1 was 
never fattions againſt taxing the Oathy, 
nor made it my bujmeſs, to diſſmade men 
from ut; when my Opanaen Was ashed, 1 
declared my omn thoughts, but never 
ſought out men to make Preſe 'res, Now 
hs had b-en told , chat ne- 
ver ras a very loyp time, 
and ſome body or other 
mircht .chance 20 remember. He anſwers, 
He fears net our Memories ſo much as cur 
Inventions, and bids us produce the man. 
And yet for all this ſwaggering, the matter 1s 
not ſo very plain , but it needs a Diſtim- 


Poſtſce. p. 15. 


Ction to help him cf 
follows : 


Tho our Aither ſeen:s very well ccquain- 
ted with the thing cali'd Fattion ( 1. e. "tis 
a very faitions thing to write againſt the 
Doctor ) yer he v5 not willing to under- 
ſtand the word ;5 and therefore I mult tell 
him, that when I ſay, J was never fattts 
cus a2ain/t the Oath 1 do not means, that } 
was never hearty and Jealous azamft taking 
the Oath; for I hope there may be Zea: 
without Fattion ; or that when 1 was 
preſſed to diſcourſe the matter, I did nat 
twik rith as much warmth and concerns 
ment as other men. But Fatiim is quite 
ano*ber thing , ut ſhe ws at ſelf in Sepa- 
rations and Schiſms , im Ranccur and Bit« 
neſs, Envyings and Emnilations, in violent 
oppoſitions to Government, an chaygsng and 
confiirg friendſhip to a Party, in Cen- 
ſures and Repreaches, in ſtugmatizing all 
Perſens of another Per/waſion as periur'd 
RKnaves. Theſe were intended for a Comple- 
ment to his Adverſary and the Nonetwe-rers, 
For he tells me, I feem to be well acquain- 
ted mith the thing ( fattion), and fol am to 
thank him for all theſe fine Characters. 
Now I have no Anſwer to hard names, but 
methinks he might have 
ſpar'd Sch:{marichs, "till he Poftfcr. p. 10. 
had anſwerd a ſmall Que- 

{tzon I put to him, about that Mair. 


Now this is a very pleaſant bufineſs,- the 
Doctor, I ſuppoſe, would perſwade me. to 
prove tum a $ch1ſmatich, Bitter and Envi- 
ous , a violent oppoſer of Government, &, 
for not taking the Oath. And yet he is fo 
kind to beſtow all theſe favors upon vs. 
And I do not know why they might not 
ht him as well in- the ſame Capacity. 
But what he fad or did , is Hear: ine{s or 
Seal, what we do is Faton , and I know 
not what. Now I will readily grant him, 
when he faid he was never ern:9ed in avi 
Fattion againſt the Oath, he did not in- 
tend to cali himſelf a Schr/marich, Envious, 
Cenſor:ous, and all the hard Names above, 

bv! 
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but that he did deſign hkewiſe to quit 
himſelt of H-artine/s and Zeal, 1s evident 
enough, from the ſecond Page of the Pre- 
face to his Caſe of Allegiance. There he 
tells, Tho I refuſed to take the Oaths , 1 
never engaged in any facizon apainit tt. 
And how docs he prove that ? It follows 
[ never made it my buſineſs to diſſwade 
men from it ; when my opinion was axked, 
t declared my own thoughts ; but I never 
/ourht out men to make Projeiytes, What 
s this to Schiſin, aid Rancer, and Enty, 
and Emulation, and all the reſt ot tht 
Black Catalogue * May not a man make 
it his buſine's to diſiwade men from what 
he conceives an 1/1 Thinz, and perfwade 
them to what he conceives a Good Thing, 
without preſently being guilty of S:/:/m 
and the Seven Deadly Sins 2 So that to dif- 
{wade men from the Oath , eſpecially 
when not asked, is that which he means 
by Fattion , or elſe his Paragraph 18 in- 
confiitent with it felt. And 2s to Fa- 
Ction in this kind, I tell him again, evat 
never 15 2 vey long tame. And a man 
thit makes ſuch a bold affertion, had necd 
be ſure of his own memory, before he 
charges other mers inventions Well | 
But the Dotor 1s now for owning , that 
le was Hearty and ZJeaous agamtt ta- 
King the Oath, And are not theſe pure 
Caaraers of Jeal never to make 1t our 
buſineſs to dillwade men by all fair ways, 
from what we are Xealeus againit , and 
never to perſwade them to what we are 
Fealrus tor * I worder what he means by 
Zeal * it is indeed oppoſed to Faction ; 
but it is oppoſed likewiſe to Coldnels and 
Indificrency. And which 1s yet more re- 
markable, he ſays in the fame Pretace, that 
he wiſhed he could have done { taken the 
Oatizs } as others did. This 1s an extra- 
ordinary intiance of Jea/, to be Realors 
apzinit what we think an 1 Thing, 
and at the ſame time wi we could do 
it. - He fays he thought it an 14 Thayg, 
2nd a few Line, after tells us, he wifhed be 
cord take it > This is ſuch a Zeal, as ne- 
yer was heard of ; Does Zeal againit a 


thing, uſe to ſhew it ſelf in wiſhes and 
defires towards it * This 1s an Argument 
of great inlincerity, but very little Zcat ; fo 
that whatever the Dr. may {peak of his Zeal 
and Warmth to ftop an Objection , which 
could no: other vile be avoided, it is plain 
enough , that he took all care to repre- 
ſen: 1t as little as potiible; and he hath 
given ſuch a cold and languid account 
of his management, while he w.s engaged 
agaiatt the Oath; That 2ny man that is 
not blind or prejudic'd , may »lainly fee, 
tht his whole dehgn, was to r.preſeat 
himfelt as low and inditterent «$ vue was 
able , and by pilliating a:d diminiſhing 
methods, to recommend himftelt to one 
Cauſe, by pretending ſuch a tlatnefs anJ 
unconcernment, as would mike wite men 
ſulpect he was not very fincere in the 
0: her. 

He adds, Whereas tho there had been 
a material perjury, a aif- 
ferent opinion may excuſe Vindic. p, 80, 
from formal perjury 3 for 
no man 1s formally perjur'd , who does 
not know it. T1 ſhall not explain this 
by inſtances z for «sf our Author zs for 
writing Decrct Yiltozics, 1 am not ſo a: 
preſent. This is dark and myſterie, and 
ſo it nwſt remain, till the Doctor ex- 
plai:1s' it. He ſeems to 1nlinuate, that he 
knows ſome boily or other, who have 
taken an Oath againſt their Conſciences : 
and it my be fo, tor any thing [ know. 
Both he and the Author of the Letter to 
him , are very angry and pieviih with me 
for charging them with Re- 
bellizon and Perjury, altho Viniic.p.52, 
there is not the lea!t wor of 
it in my Book: and the Do- 
corknows what conftruction 
the World has always made ; 
when men are Careful and folicitous to ob- 
viate an acculation, which was never made 
agiln't them 

As for his Parting and Concluton , 1 
have only this to oblerve , That the DoCtorx 
hath the modeſteſt way of ending his Books 
that ever I ſaw, His Yindicarion of the 
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and his D:Arine 
thus, 1 am 
never be able to 


D:Arime of the Trinity, 
of Self-conſcrouſneſs, he 
pretty confident he will 
reaſon to any purpeje, mts Cane aganm. 
Altho he hath given his Ac ly2r(ary the 
pgreateit Advantage, and iutead of vind:cu- 
tivg, hath mightily prejucdic 4 that Article 
of the Chriltian Faita, by cloge! 1 


j 
Enus 


New Notions ; and which 1 a fettlet Stat 
of the Church, would hard'y have « Cay Q 


Eccle(14a: 1C.4j Ce nf} re. His ' it of Sit Eg» 
ance concludes, with Dopry'g be may ſatishie 
them ( thoſe not of his mfr d ) that be 


bath ſomething ro /a» for hiwjef, a Mei- 


rable. And he ends his Vindication , with 
ellng me, 2f I wail promiſe to examine 
his A CHMeNts weil before 1 an{wer , he 
oat expett to hear no mire from me- 
And yet a man would be apt to imagine, 
talie Rexiionings , Artihcial Slnits and 
D.ftinctions, plain and downright Contra= 

tions in che Premiſes, were at unequal 
to ſupport {0 much T:a1mp/ 
and Giory 11 the Conclulion. However 
the Doctor finds he 15 miltaken ; he 
hath beard from me again. But whether 
[ kave examin'd his Aroumints well , [ 
ſaall leave to the Reader's Judgment, ai:d to 


ocundation , 


oſs, very great, conficera ole, unanſwe- the Dactar's Examination. 
* 
] 
FINTIS. 


